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ABSTRACT 
 
 This dissertation addresses the question of the foreign policy views of the leading 
spokespeople for the Religious Right in the United States since the end of World War II. The 
analysis begins with the early years of the Cold War, focusing on the religious overtones that 
quickly became part of America’s efforts at confronting Soviet communism. The fight against 
“godless” communism led to an increased emphasis on the religious character of the United 
States. This emphasis on religion elevated the prestige of religious conservatives, granting them 
a voice in both domestic and foreign policy matters.  
The dissertation examines how during the 1970s many religious conservatives believed 
that the United States had entered a period of spiritual decline. This view had a direct impact on 
their foreign policy views because they connected their perception of this domestic moral decay 
with their fears concerning what they saw as America’s international decline during this same 
period.  
The dissertation discusses the specific foreign policy views of religious conservatives on 
issues such as defense spending, nuclear buildup, détente, foreign aid, and the end of the Cold 
War. It also describes how those in the Religious Right worked to find common cause with other 
vi 
 
groups within the growing conservative coalition. An analysis of their specific views 
demonstrates that religious conservatives often used their views on foreign-policy issues as 
ways to build stronger ties with, and strengthen their position in, the conservative coalition.  
Finally, the dissertation shows that the religious beliefs, eschatological views, and 
political considerations of religious conservatives led those individuals to put great emphasis on 
the United States’ relationship with, and support for the State of Israel throughout the Cold 
War. After the Cold War ended, members of the religious right continued to emphasize the 
importance of American-Israeli relations, partially in an effort to maintain some level of 
relevance and credibility on foreign policy issues, and partially because the new global war on 
terror realigned American international priorities in a way that once again made Israel a key ally 
against the “forces of evil” in the world. 
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Introduction 
 
In thinking about why people view the world in the way that they do it is worth 
considering the factors that shape an individual’s political and foreign policy views. For example, 
one might reasonably ask what influence religious affiliation and theological beliefs have on an 
individual’s worldview and his or her opinions regarding international relations. In attempting to 
address one aspect of this question, this dissertation will analyze the foreign policy ideas of 
religious conservatives from the early Cold War period and to the “global war on terror” in the 
first decade of the twenty-first century. Toward this end, the dissertation will assess the 
attitudes of religious conservatives regarding specific foreign-policy issues such as defense 
spending, nuclear weapons, foreign assistance, relations with third-world nations, membership 
in multi-national organizations like the United Nations, debates regarding the State of Israel, and 
other commonly discussed foreign policy issues and controversies during this period.  
As with many other topics in history, a discussion of the religiously conservative political 
movement presents a challenge in terms of definition and labeling. In order to avoid confusion 
adhere to the definitions and labels most commonly in use by scholars of this subject. In 
referring to the broadest possible conceptualization of the politicized religious groups that 
emerged into a loosely connected movement, the term “Religious Right” seems most 
appropriate, for this movement was not solely made up of evangelical, fundamentalist, or even 
Christian groups. The term “Religious Right” demonstrates that although evangelicals, 
fundamentalists, charismatics, and other Protestant groups made up the majority of members 
of the politically active coalition that emerged in the late 1970s, it was a broader movement that 
included Catholics, Mormons, Jews, and other religious groups. In my own writing, I shall use the 
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term New Religious Right (NRR) to identify this religiously motivated political movement of 
conservative leaders and citizens that emerged on the national scene in the mid-1970s.  
The earlier group, which I have called the Religious Right, was also distinct from the later 
NRR that emerged in the 1970s. The Religious Right of the early Cold War period became a 
powerful voice on issues of foreign policy primarily as a result of the broad Cold War consensus 
that developed during that period because people increasingly spoke of and understood the 
Cold War conflict in both political and religious terms.1 As a result of this emphasis on the Cold 
War as a spiritual as well as a political and military battle against godless communism, many 
people looked to religious conservatives and other spiritual leaders as a valuable resource in the 
fight. This development allowed those within the Religious Right to step into these foreign policy 
and other political debates during this period. Yet in many ways they had not anticipated this 
cultural shift that gave them a newly discovered political voice. Nor had they organized 
themselves in a way that would allow the Religious Right to become a powerful and lasting 
political movement. As a result, the Religious Right of the early Cold War faded somewhat 
during the 1960s. 
Beginning the 1970s a related but in many ways altogether new religiously conservative 
political movement emerged. Unlike the Religious Right of the early Cold War Era, the NRR 
movement organized itself into a powerful, coherent, and lasting political movement that 
managed to build and expand upon the gains made by the earlier Religious Right, while also 
merging its political power, organizational structure, and conservative voice with the broader 
conservative movement that had also begun to emerge during this same period.  
                                                          
1
 The exact reasons for why and how these things happened will be explained in much more detail in 
Chapter One. 
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Since this dissertation will focus on the foreign policy ideas of members of the NRR, it is 
necessary for me to draw sharp distinctions between the theological issues that separated the 
competing factions, denominations, and components that made up this movement. Because of 
this I shall treat the NRR as a somewhat varied but generally cohesive single movement, at least 
in terms of its foreign-policy ideas.2 
Much has been written about the views of religious conservatives in modern American 
history. Many of these studies have focused on how and why the NRR became a powerful 
political force in the late 1970s and early 1980s. However, much less has been written about the 
foreign-policy views of religious conservatives in the post-World War II Era. 
The standard historical interpretation of the rise of the NRR claims that religious 
conservatives felt threatened by and fearful of the growth of secularism in the United States 
during the 1960s and 1970s. Various historians have pointed to cultural changes and Supreme 
Court decisions regarding moral issues such as abortion, feminism, gay rights, pornography, and 
school prayer as the reasons why evangelicals inserted themselves into the political arena 
beginning in the late 1970s. Religious conservatives felt that the United States was in danger – 
that the nation was experiencing an ominous moral and spiritual decay – and they stepped into 
the political arena in order to rescue the country and put it back on its traditional righteous 
path.3 
                                                          
2
 For more on the theological, denominational, and other differences within the New Religious Right 
movement see the introduction to Joel Carpenter, Revive Us Again: The Reawakening of American 
Fundamentalism (New York: Oxford University Press, 1999), or George M. Marsden, Understanding 
Fundamentalism and Evangelicalism (Grand Rapids, MI: William Be Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1991). 
3
 For examples of this interpretation of the New Christian Right see: Erling Jorstad. The Politics of 
Moralism: The New Christian Right in American Life. (Minneapolis: Augsburg Publishing House, 1981); 
William Martin. With God on our Side: The Rise of the Religious Right in America. (New York: Broadway, 
1997); Leo P. Ribuffo. “God and Contemporary Politics.” Journal of American History, 79:4, 1993, 1515-
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 According to this interpretation, religious conservatives focused their attention on 
domestic moral issues. However, members of the NRR did not limit their outrage to such 
obvious domestic moral issues as pornography, homosexuality, and abortion. Instead NRR 
leaders also spoke out often and vociferously on other issues, particularly developments relating 
to American foreign policy. That is the theme on which this dissertation focuses. I will 
investigate why spokespersons for the NRR, which became politically active in response to their 
perception of dangerous moral and spiritual decay within the United States, spent so much time 
and effort talking about the nation’s role in the world and its foreign policies rather than 
focusing solely on domestic moral issues. 
 Many historians have studied the NRR. Their works offer varied and insightful views 
about the phenomenon. Several, for example, have explained how religious groups across the 
United States became concerned over the growing secularism that threatened the religious 
order and moral character of American society. Scholars such as Erling Jorstad, William Martin, 
Leo Ribuffo, Walter Capps, Allen Petigny, Michael Lienesch, and John Witte have all emphasized 
the cultural, legal, and social shifts in the United States as the underlying cause of the rise of a 
politicized NRR movement. Each of these works’ arguments have emphasized the moral and 
spiritual decay within the United States and the political response of religious groups who saw 
themselves as the dispossessed moral protectors of the country who recognized the danger and 
stepped in to try to save the nation from itself.4 
                                                                                                                                                                             
1533; Walter H. Capps. The New Religious Right: Piety, Patriotism, and Politics. (Columbia: University of 
South Carolina Press, 1990). 
4 Erling Jorstad. The Politics of Moralism: The New Christian Right in American Life. (Minneapolis:  
Augsburg Publishing House, 1981); William Martin. With God on our Side: The Rise of the Religious Right in 
America. (New York: Broadway, 1997); Leo P. Ribuffo. “God and Contemporary Politics.” Journal of 
American History, 79:4, 1993, 1515-1533; Walter H. Capps. The New Religious Right: Piety, Patriotism, and 
Politics. (Columbia: University of South Carolina Press, 1990); Alan Petigny. The Permissive Society: 
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Other authors have focused on much earlier historical roots. George Marsden, Daniel 
Williams, and Joel Carpenter have argued that in order to understand the rise of the NRR one 
must begin by looking at the earlier periods of the 1920s, 1930s, and 1940s. Williams argues 
that one can see the beginnings of a politicized evangelical movement with the Scopes Trial of 
the 1920s. Carpenter has highlighted how fundamentalists in the 1930s and 40s developed 
methods through new mass media outlets and businesses in order to spread their influence 
nationwide and eventually produce a great national religious revival. Carpenter has interpreted 
this focus on media as an important step that eventually led to the adoption of media outlets 
that later evangelicals would mobilize such large numbers of followers in the 1970s and 1980s.5 
 Several authors have emphasized the unique American “exceptionalist” view of the NRR 
as a motivation for the politicization of the evangelical movement. James Hunter, Mark Noll, 
Ernest Lee Tuveson, and Erling Jorstad have written about the long-running tradition within 
evangelicalism which held the United States as divinely chosen nation that was set apart for 
God’s special purposes. Thus, when these religious groups felt that the nation had been hijacked 
by non-Christian secular groups, they feared that such developments put God’s divine mission 
for the United States in jeopardy. Their belief in America as God’s instrument on earth therefore 
led them to become politically involved in order to help God fulfill His designs.6 
                                                                                                                                                                             
America, 1941-1965. (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2009); Michael Lienesch. Redeeming 
America: Piety and Politics in the New Christian Right. (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 
1993); John Witte Jr. “’A Page of History Is Worth A Volume of Logic’: Charting the Legal Pilgrimage of 
Public Religion.” In Religion, Politics, and the American Experience: Reflections on Religion and American 
Public Life. Edited by Edith L. Blumhofer, 44-61. (Tuscaloosa: University of Alabama Press, 2002). 
5 George M. Marsden. Fundamentalism and American Culture: The Shaping of Twentieth Century  
Evangelicalism, 1870-1925. (New York: Oxford University Press, 1980); Daniel Williams. God’s Own Party: 
The Making of the Christian Right. (New York: Oxford University Press, 2010); Joel Carpenter. Revive Us 
Again: The Reawakening of American Fundamentalism. (New York: Oxford University Press, 1999).  
6
 James Davison Hunter. “The Shaping of American Foreign Policy,” in Evangelicals and Foreign Policy:  
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A few historians have focused on the intersection of American foreign policy and 
religion. Some have even dealt specifically with the foreign policy views of certain individuals 
within the early Religious Right. One of the best analyses of the how religious views shaped the 
foreign-policy ideas of religious conservatives is William Inboden’s book, Religion and American 
Foreign Policy, 1945-1960: The Soul of Containment. His book focuses on the role of religion 
generally in American foreign policy during the period from the end of World War II to the 
Kennedy Administration. As a result, Inboden does not connect his ideas to the NRR movement 
that emerged in the late 1970s and 1980s.7 
Similarly, Angela Lahr’s book, entitled Millennial Dreams and Apocalyptic Nightmares: 
The Cold War Origins of Political Evangelicalism, also provides insight into the overlapping topic 
of religion and American foreign policy during the Cold War. Unlike Inboden, Lahr has attempted 
to use religious ideas to understand the rise of the NRR. She focuses primarily on the theological 
and escatological beliefs known as dispensational premillennialism. Lahr has analyzed how these 
beliefs in the end of the world and the coming millennium led some Evangelicals to see the 
nuclear age as a fulfillment of prophecy and how they then became politically active as a result.8 
Similarly, Paul Boyer’s When Time Shall Be No More, has also focused on the theological 
and eschatological beliefs of evangelicals as a window into their political beliefs. Boyer deals less 
with the question of why Evangelicals became politicized and instead outlines what they 
                                                                                                                                                                             
Four Perspectives, ed. Michael Cromartie. (Washington, D.C.: Ethics and Public Policy Center, 1989); Mark 
Noll. “Evangelicals Past and Present.” In Religion, Politics, and the American Experience: Reflections on 
Religion and American Public Life. Edited by Edith L. Blumhofer, 103-122. (Tuscaloosa: University of 
Alabama Press, 2002); Ernest Lee Tuveson. Redeemer Nation: The Idea of America’s Millennial Role. 
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1968); Erling Jorstad. The Politics of Doomsday: Fundamentalists of 
the Far Right. (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1970). 
7 William Inboden. Religion and American Foreign Policy, 1945-1960: The Soul of Containment. (New York: 
Cambridge University Press, 2008). 
8
 Angela Lahr. Millennial Dreams and Apocalyptic Nightmares: The Cold War Origins of Political 
Evangelicalism. (New York: Oxford University Press, 2007). 
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believed and how their ideas about prophetic revelation and the Bible affected the way they 
interpreted international events.9 
Each of these books provides valuable insights for understanding the views of religious 
conservatives and how their religious beliefs affected their larger worldview and their foreign 
policy ideas. Building on these valuable resources, this dissertation will attempt to analyze in 
greater depth how the religious beliefs of those in the NRR combined with other factors to 
shape the foreign-policy views of religious conservatives from the early Cold War period and 
continuing to the recent period associated with the “war on terror.” 
The dissertation begins with the early Cold War period and focuses on how the global 
ideological fight between the United States and the Soviet Union elevated the legitimacy of 
religious conservatives regarding foreign policy matters. Chapter One explains how religious 
terms like “godless communism” gave the Cold War conflict a religious aspect. The chapter goes 
on to show that such developments combined with other factors – such as increased church 
attendance, fears about nuclear annihilation, and efforts to united the country and the “free 
world” against the “evil” Soviet communists by emphasizing commonly held beliefs in God – to 
further accentuate the importance of religion as a weapon against Soviet expansion. As a result, 
religious conservatives gained a newly discovered and much-sought-after voice in foreign policy 
matters. 
The second chapter explains how during the 1960s and 1970s an increasing number of 
religious conservatives came to fear both the domestic and international decline of the United 
States. The growing chorus of voices within the emerging movement that coalesced into the 
                                                          
9
 Paul Boyer. When Time Shall Be No More: Prophecy Belief in Modern American Culture. (Cambridge: 
Belknap Press, 1994). 
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political movement known as the NRR warned with increasing ferocity about the rising levels of 
moral corruption and spiritual decay inside the country. Furthermore, they linked these 
problems to what they saw as ominous international developments such as America’s 
abandonment of policies of containing and fighting communism in favor of détente, peaceful 
coexistence, and the normalization of relations with the People’s Republic of China. Chapter 
Two argues that according to these religious conservatives the “weak” American foreign policies 
that had emerged in the late 1960s and early 1970s represented one symptom of a deeper 
spiritual malady that was destroy the United States both domestically and internationally. 
Chapter Three analyzes the specific foreign policy adjustments that those in the NRR 
advocated as a way of returning the United States to its position of power and respect in the 
world. Not surprisingly most of the things they called for, such as a dramatic increase in defense 
spending (including for strategic defense programs like Reagan’s Strategic Defense Initiative) as 
well as a return to an aggressive Cold War posture that would contain or even roll back 
communist advances in the world, all seemed to correspond nicely with the policies that other 
voices within the conservative coalition also advocated. Because of this obvious overlap in 
foreign-policy ideas between members of the NRR and the rest of the conservative movement, 
Chapter Three demonstrates that this general agreement on foreign-policy issues offered a 
convenient bridge between the NRR and the larger conservative coalition that would help 
smooth over differences and strengthen ties between the various conservative groups. 
The fourth chapter focuses on the specific foreign policy views of religious conservatives 
regarding issues of race, poverty, foreign assistance, and relations with the third world. In this 
chapter I argue that because of several factors relating to both their religious and political views, 
as well as the social background of many religious conservatives, most within the NRR adopted a 
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paternalistic attitude toward poor and weak nations around the world. That attitude had 
components of white-supremacy mixed with conservative disdain for government welfare and 
Christian beliefs that emphasized the need to provide charitable assistance to those in need. All 
of this combined to cause many religious conservatives to see the United States as a noble 
patron and benefactor to the world. As a result they grudgingly accepted the obligation for the 
United States to provide foreign assistance to poorer third-world nations in order to keep them 
from falling to communism and to buy their loyalty and support. However, because of their 
paternalistic assumptions most religious conservatives believed that many of these supposed 
third-world “allies” had not lived up to their end of the deal.  
The fifth and final chapter analyzes the unique views that religious conservatives shared 
regarding the State of Israel. The chapter shows that the main driving force behind members of 
the NRR’s advocacy on behalf of Israel came from their religious views. The main reason for this 
group’s heightened interest in Israel related to the role that the Jewish State would supposedly 
play, according to religious conservatives’ interpretation of biblical prophecy, in the lead-up to 
Jesus’s return to Earth. Religious conservatives believed that God had a plan to fulfill biblical 
prophecy and that Israel had been reestablished by His mighty hand as part of that plan. Thus 
many of them concluded that the United States and its allies ought to support Israel and even 
encourage the Jewish State to expand its borders in order to gain the land that God had 
promised to the ancient Israelites. These were the core beliefs that motivated nearly every 
decision and policy that those in the NRR advocated in regards to the State of Israel. 
The main sources utilized in this dissertation are the public and private ruminations of 
members of the NRR. In addition to the many books and other published materials written by 
these religious conservatives, I have relied on many unpublished archival sources. For example, 
10 
 
 
the Billy Graham Center Archives in Wheaton Illinois contains thousands of letters and other 
documents that were created by various religious conservatives. These primary-source 
documents proved to be an invaluable resource for insights into the thinking of the religious 
conservatives who were the primary subject of this dissertation. 
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Chapter 1 
God, Country, and the Cold War 
 
Beginning in the late 1970s, various groups began to mourn the “decline” of the United 
States. One prominent group that emerged at this time came to be known as the New Religious 
Right. Leaders of this politically active and religiously motivated movement decried the 
perceived moral decay and spiritual decline that the United States had experienced over the 
previous decades. Yet abortion, pornography, drug use, premarital sex, and school prayer – 
obvious moral issues – were not the only issues about which members of the New Religious 
Right became increasingly concerned and vocal. Issues of foreign policy occupied a great deal of 
the attention and energy of this religiously motivated political movement. 
Jerry Falwell and Pat Robertson – arguably the two most prominent figures in the New 
Religious Right movement – joined their voices to the chorus of religious conservatives who 
often spoke out quite vociferously about American foreign policy. Despairing at his perception 
of the decline of the United States in the world, Falwell rhetorically asked, “What has gone 
wrong? What has happened to America?... Militarily we are sick and weak and anemic… 
Militarily, the United States has always prided itself on being strong. We have always been 
number one in the world. That is not true any more.”1  
Robertson often sounded similar notes of alarm. He also proposed as a solution, among 
other things, a return to the bygone days of the Truman Doctrine: “Our national policy against 
Soviet expansion must be simple and decisive.” According to Robertson, three things about 
                                                          
1 Jerry Falwell, America Can Be Saved: Jerry Falwell Preaches on Revival (New York: Sword of the Lord 
Publishers, 1979), 24-26.  
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American foreign policy needed to change. “First, we must stand resolutely for liberty and 
against communist aggression whenever and wherever it appears... If we confront their 
aggression with tough resolve, they will back down… Second, we must assist the victims of 
Soviet domination wherever we find them.” And finally Robertson emphasized that “the only 
real way to guarantee peace on this earth is through military and moral strength,” suggesting a 
close connection between the moral decay in the United States and its political and military 
decline internationally.2 
These words of Pat Robertson and Jerry Falwell highlight the acute concerns that 
leaders of the New Religious Right had regarding issues of American foreign policy, national 
defense, communism, and Soviet aggression. These hardly seem like religious or spiritual 
matters. So why did religious leaders like Falwell and Robertson speak out so consistently and so 
vociferously regarding such issues? Why did they not simply stick with the bread and butter 
issues of the culture wars, such as abortion, school prayer, drugs, and pornography? 
 In order to understand why spokespersons for the New Religious Right fixated so much 
on issues relating to international relations and foreign policy during the 1970s and 1980s, one 
must look back to the early Cold War era that took place during the decade and a half after 
World War II. The political and cultural developments of the late 1940s and the 1950s paved the 
way for the eventual emergence of the New Religious Right. During these early years of the Cold 
War political and religious leaders in the United States used religious ideas and terms to 
describe the global conflict between the United States and the Soviet Union. They highlighted 
the good and noble fight that the righteous Americans waged against the “godless and evil 
                                                          
2
Pat Robertson, America’s Dates With Destiny (New York: Bantam Book, 1984), 232-233. My emphasis 
added. 
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communists.” This dichotomy of good versus evil became a mainstay in the American political 
lexicon of this time period, as well as in the minds of the majority of average Americans. A long 
historical background of American exceptionalism – going back to John Winthrop’s famous “City 
on a Hill” metaphor – painted the United States as a divinely chosen nation, a modern-day 
equivalent to the Israelites of the Old Testament. Political and religious leaders of the 1940s and 
1950s resurrected such language in order to assert America’s virtuous role in defending freedom 
and democracy throughout the world against the atheistic and expansionistic Soviet aggressors.3  
 Meanwhile, during this same period a strong conformist impulse emerged as part of the 
so called “Cold War consensus.”4 Within this Cold War culture an “American civil religion”5 
developed – a political religion which celebrated American policies against communism. As a 
result of this consensus – couched in religious terms – many began to feel that American actions 
and intentions around the world had a stamp of divine approval. It also helped to reinforce the 
ideas of American exceptionalism, while strengthening public support for the Cold War.  
 The marriage of religious and political language during this period took on an 
importance beyond mere political rhetoric. The rising rates of church attendance, coupled with 
the creation of a common “American civil religion” in the United States, showed that many 
Americans saw and understood the Cold War in spiritual as much as military terms. For many 
people it signified more than tanks and bombs; it also became a holy crusade against an evil and 
godless ideology that threatened the American way of life. As increasing numbers of people 
viewed the Cold War within this framework, it made perfect sense for religious leaders to step 
                                                          
3
 Ernest Lee Tuveson, Redeemer Nation: The Idea of America’s Millennial Role (Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press, 1968). 
4
 Steven Whitfield, Culture of the Cold War, 2
nd
 ed. (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1996); 
Eric Foner, Give Me Liberty! An American History, 2
nd
 ed. (New York: W.W. Norton & Company, 2009), 
chapters 23 and 24.  
5
 Term used by scholars such as Robert Bellah, Will Herberg, and William Inboden just to name a few.  
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into the political arena. The spiritual aspects of the conflict necessitated spiritual guidance. As a 
result this early Cold War period opened up doors to evangelical, fundamentalist, Jewish, 
Mormon, Catholic, and even mainstream Protestant religious leaders who had previously 
remained outside of the political mainstream.6 
 Several major world events contributed to the atmosphere of the early Cold War era. 
These events helped to further propel religious leaders into positions of political prominence 
and respectability. The detonation of nuclear bombs in Hiroshima and Nagasaki ushered in a 
new atomic era. For many people living at the time, it seemed that the “end of days” talked 
about in the Bible had arrived.7 In addition to the new and incomprehensible power that had 
been unleashed, a new nation had been created out of the ashes of World War II. The return of 
the Jewish people to their previous homeland of Palestine and the creation of the new State of 
Israel seemed to fulfill biblical prophecy. Such interpretations quickly generated further 
questions about other biblical prophecies and the end of the world. Who better to answer these 
questions than religious experts? Thus the beginning of the Atomic Age and the eschatological 
significance of the newly created State of Israel helped to further legitimize religious leaders in 
speaking about political issues.8  
Furthermore, religious leaders gained increased credibility because of the overall 
atmosphere of the time. During this period of international uncertainty, fear of nuclear 
                                                          
6
 Some specific examples of religious figures entering the American political arena during this time would 
include Reinhold Neibuhr, Billy Graham, Billy James Hargis, Carl McIntire, Carl Henry, Nelson Bell, and 
many others. 
7
Wilbur Smith, This Atomic Age and the Word of God (Boston: W.A. Wilde, 1948); George Gallup, Gallup 
Poll Cumulative Index: Public Opinion, 1935-1997 (New York: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, 1999) 525, 
623, 797, 895, 929, 1266-1267; Hal Lindsey, The Late Great Planet Earth (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan 
Publishing, 1970); Daniel Wojcik, The End of the World As We Know It: Faith, Fatalism, and Apocalypse in 
America (New York: New York University Press, 1997); Angela Lahr, Millennial Dreams and Apocalyptic 
Nightmares: The Cold War Origins of Political Evangelicalism (New York: Oxford University Press, 2007).  
8
 Lahr. 
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annihilation, and a potential Third World War, religious leaders offered something that political 
leaders often seemed incapable of providing: hope. Religious leaders of various faiths held out 
positive messages of faith and hope that appealed to people who had lived through a terrible 
World War and now faced the possibility of something even worse. Their messages of solace 
and stability in an uncertain world added to the legitimacy that politically active religious leaders 
had built up during the early years of the Cold War. The elevated prestige of religious leaders in 
turn helped conservative and mainline religious figures to cross over into the political arena and 
opened the way for members of the Religious Right to enter into debates about American 
foreign policy.9 
 
Good versus Evil 
 
 In a speech at a Presbyterian Church in 1951 President Harry S. Truman explained that 
“the danger that threatens us in the world today is utterly and totally opposed to [spiritual 
values]. The international communist movement is based on a fierce and terrible fanaticism. It 
denies the existence of God, and wherever it can it stamps out the worship of God.”10 Truman 
often emphasized the moral and spiritual aspects of the Cold War against the godless 
communists in addition to the economic and military components of the conflict. In a similar 
vein President Dwight D. Eisenhower highlighted the contrast between the righteous United 
States and its evil adversary in his inaugural address when he warned that the “forces of good 
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and evil are massed and armed and opposed as rarely before in history. This fact defines the 
meaning of this day.”11 
 Other prominent political leaders of the time – including Secretaries of State John Foster 
Dulles and Dean Acheson, as well as George Kennan – used similar religious rhetoric to describe 
the Soviet Union as a godless and evil adversary threatening the religious and political freedoms 
of United States and its allies.12 Even the now-famous document prepared for the National 
Security Council, entitled NSC 68 asserted – in an oddly religious tone – that the Soviet Union “is 
animated by a new fanatic faith, antithetical to our own, and seeks to impose its absolute 
authority over the rest of the world.”13 
 Not to be outdone by their political counterparts, religious leaders from a wide variety 
of perspectives joined in the chorus of voices denouncing the godless communists and inserting 
religious rhetoric into the Cold War conflict.14 In 1952 Reinhold Niebuhr explained that 
“communism is dangerous… because of its idolatry, its worship of a false god… defined as the 
‘dialectical principle.’” He went on to emphasize that communists were evil “because they are 
fierce moral idealists who ruthlessly sacrifice every decency in human relations in obedience to 
one wholly illusory value: the classless society.”15 The Reverend Billy Graham urged people to 
“pray that… some day the Iron Curtain will be cracked for Christ and that materialistic 
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communism will be destroyed by the love, grace, and truth of the risen Christ.”16 Similarly, the 
outspoken fundamentalist clergyman Carl McIntire emphasized that “what we actually have 
here is not just two different economic systems, but two different religions, - one, the historic 
Christian faith based on the Scriptures… and the other, which is not Christianity at all.”17 By 
lacing their rhetoric with spiritual concepts, these religious spokesmen reinforced the growing 
perception of the Cold War as more than simply a military or even an ideological conflict; 
instead, people increasingly saw it as a cosmic battle of good versus evil. 
Other religious leaders of the time used terms such as “dark… godless forces,” “ghastly 
evil,” the “enemy of righteousness,” and “the Devil’s brain child” to describe the Soviet enemy 
they feared and hated so much.18 One religious leader stated that “communism is a religion 
spawned in hell by Satan himself in his ruthless, relentless war against Christianity.”19 Billy James 
Hargis, a religious conservative and founder of the Christian Crusade, described communism as 
“a Satanic international criminal conspiracy against civilization,”20 and the National Association 
of Evangelicals labeled it “the avenue through which Satan employs his powers of spiritual 
wickedness.”21 Clearly these quotations show that to these religious and political leaders Soviet 
communism represented more than just another military threat. As a result, many came to see 
the Cold War as a fight against the very forces of evil – a holy war. 
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 Borrowing terms and phrases from the Christian wars of the past – mostly notably, the 
Crusades – these modern religious warriors labeled their organizations with similar “holy war” 
designations. Perhaps the most famous of these was the Christian Crusade, founded in 1950 by 
Billy James Hargis. Following a similar path, the Australian religious leader Fred C. Schwarz 
founded the Christian Anti-Communism Crusade in 1953. In 1956 a retired Air Force Intelligence 
officer, Edgar C. Bundy, took over as leader of The Church League of America, which published 
information about spies, espionage, secret communist organizations, and even offered to do 
investigations into suspected communist sympathizers for a fee.22 Many people even referred to 
the revivals conducted by Reverend Billy Graham as “crusades.”23 This holy war mentality, 
reflected in the names and activities of these organizations, highlighted the growing emphasis 
on the religious nature of the Cold War conflict.24  
 This conception of the Cold War as a “contest between Christ and the Devil” facilitated 
the division of the world into two separate and irreconcilable spheres. 25 The growing paradigm 
of the Cold War emphasized a divided and bipolar world that pitted the communist sphere led 
by the Soviet Union against the “Free World,” or Capitalist/Democratic sphere, led by the United 
States. The Manichean worldview of President Eisenhower’s Secretary of State, John Foster 
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Dulles, typifies this conflation of religious and political dichotomies as well as any figure of the 
early Cold War period. Not only did he serve as a prominent American political figure during the 
early Cold War, but Dulles also had a deep religious background and worked as a lay 
Presbyterian leader for much of his life. Dulles saw “the world divided along a spiritual fault-line 
into two irreconcilable and competing spheres.”26 Like Dulles, many Americans during this 
period commonly talked about an absolute dividing line, which Winston Churchill labeled as the 
“Iron Curtain,” that separated the “Soviet bloc” from the rest of the “Free World.” These types 
of phrases exemplified the dualistic thinking that reflected the bipolar worldview of the era.  
 Such a dualistic paradigm translated very easily into other religious dichotomies, such as 
good versus evil, God versus Satan, righteousness versus sin, and heaven versus hell.27 Religious 
leaders had a great deal of experience with these types of bipolar models and therefore felt at 
home in the bipolar world of the Cold War era. Such a bifurcated cosmic struggle matched their 
preexisting worldview. Their language, as well as their religious ideas and concepts, easily 
crossed over into their rhetoric regarding the Cold War, thereby conflating religious and political 
ideas. An official policy statement by the National Association of Evangelicals (NAE) in 1952 
exemplified this seamless blending of political and religious rhetoric regarding the Cold War. The 
official NAE statement asserted that “American posture should be that of peace, righteousness, 
faith and freedom rather than totalitarian strength and terrorizing force.”28 In a similar tone that 
mingled religious and political ideas Carl McIntire wrote, “The question is, Will this collectivist 
idea of a controlled economy win America, or shall we keep her free?” After posing the 
question, he went on to explain the simple dichotomy of the Cold War. “Because of the religious 
                                                          
26
 Inboden, 229. 
27
 Lahr, 20-43; Stevens, 31; Inboden, 226-261. 
28
 NAE Resolutions adopted in 1952, Thomas Zimmerman Papers, Box 43, Folder 6, BGCA. 
20 
 
 
nature of the conflict… this issue partakes of all the aggravated complications of the conflict of 
the ages: tyranny versus freedom, darkness versus light, error versus truth, Satan versus 
Christ.”29 According to this bipolar worldview, the United States could either remain the good 
righteous, God-fearing, freedom-loving nation, or it could collectively give up and allow the 
forces of evil to take over the world, destroy all human rights, freedom, faith, hope, and dignity. 
When presented in this way the choice seemed rather simple.  
 Due to the dualistic nature of the Cold War, according to the increasingly vocal voices of 
the emerging Religious Right, one could not take a middle-of-the-road attitude toward the 
conflict. In their view, compromise, accommodation, and “peaceful coexistence” became 
tantamount to appeasement and cowardice.30 They had watched years earlier as the world had 
tried to appease Hitler and coexist with Nazi extremism. Such weakness and compromise, in 
their view, had only emboldened the forces of darkness and had ultimately led to Nazi and 
Japanese aggression and World War II. The Religious Right – and others during this period – 
labeled those who advocated negotiation or other attempts at reducing Cold War tensions as 
“spineless traitors” and “weak-kneed cowards” who deserved to hang for their treachery. Early 
Religious Right leaders of this period – like L. Nelson Bell, the editor of Christianity Today, and 
the father-in-law of Billy Graham – talked about how people were “infected with compromise”31 
and that they naively advocated “collaboration with the enemies of freedom.”32 Similarly, Edgar 
C. Bundy, leader of the Church League of America, wrote that an attitude of accommodation “is 
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inexcusable in the light of Christian teaching in the Holy Scriptures.” He then described these 
types of views as equivalent to “collaboration with the anti-Christ.”33 
 American religious leaders maintained that just as the United States had stepped up and 
saved the world from the evil totalitarianism of Nazi Germany, so, too, the country would have 
to protect the world from the evil tyranny of Soviet communism. America could not remain 
neutral or appease evil. As McIntire put it, “the war against totalitarianism is not ended with 
Germany. Hitler himself conducted his conquest in the name of liberation and freedom. Stalin 
has used the same words with us – freedom and independence.”34 As was accepted as axiomatic 
by nearly every American who had survived World War II, the United States had fought a good 
and virtuous battle against the forces of evil during that global conflict, and now America would 
have to do so again. In the minds of many political and religious leaders, the Cold War offered 
another opportunity for the United States to once again demonstrate its righteousness and 
commitment to global peace and freedom in the face of the evil murderous tyranny of Soviet 
communism.35 
 
God’s Righteous Republic 
 
These experiences of World War II and the Cold War added yet another layer upon an 
already existing tradition of ideas about the uniqueness, divinely appointed mission, and 
inherent superiority of the United States commonly known as “American exceptionalism.” Ever 
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since John Winthrop exhorted the earliest North American colonies to become “a city upon a 
hill,” many people in the United States have emphasized America’s special mission. In the push 
westward across the continent, Americans spoke of a “Manifest Destiny,” and in taking colonies 
in the Philippines and Puerto Rico many suggested a “white man’s burden” to create a vast 
“righteous empire.” Woodrow Wilson proclaimed that history had appointed America as the 
“last best hope” to end the global conflict of World War I and to “make the World safe for 
democracy.” So in 1941, when Henry Luce proclaimed the “American Century,” he drew upon a 
long tradition of grandiose and sweeping pronouncements. The experience of the Cold War only 
added to this exceptionalist view of America in its role against Soviet communism.36 
 In the minds of most Americans during the early years of the Cold War, the godless 
communist enemy desired, above all, world domination and the destruction of human liberty.37 
The United States remained the last line of defense and the only thing standing in the way of 
total communist control over the whole earth. As President Truman stated in 1948, “We are 
faced now with what Almighty God intended us to be faced with in 1920. We are faced with the 
leadership of the free peoples of the world.”38 The lessons of history indicated that at this point 
the United States needed to step into its divinely appointed role as leader and protector of the 
Free World against the forces of Soviet expansionism.  
 This conflation of religious and political ideas regarding America’s unique and divine 
mission in the world fit nicely with the view of those on the Religious Right. In the minds of 
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these conservative religious leaders, this emphasis on American exceptionalism represented a 
return to America’s deep Christian and Puritan roots.39 As one historian has put it, “According to 
Christian conservatives, America is God’s country. They see America as a chosen nation, singled 
out by the Creator as part of a providential plan.”40 The fact that the views of the majority of 
Americans during the early Cold War period now aligned with those of the Religious Right 
signified another piece of the puzzle falling into place. This long-held belief shared by members 
of the Religious Right regarding the divine origins and mission of the United States had become 
an increasingly commonplace idea that was accepted into the culture as a result of the Cold 
War.41 The Religious Right movement now had another foothold by which to climb back into the 
mainstream of American culture; something for which its members had longed for decades.42  
Meanwhile, other cultural developments during this early Cold War period combined to 
further elevate the already high hopes that the conservative views of members of the Religious 
Right might gain a more esteemed level of political prominence and cultural respectability. Chief 
among these developments was the fact that religious belief and observance seemed to 
increase dramatically during the early Cold War years. For example, in 1954 a Gallup poll 
showed that ninety-six percent of Americans claimed to believe in God.43 The year before that 
another poll in The Catholic Digest found that nine-two percent of Americans claimed to have 
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offered prayers to God.44  Experts observed that these polls showed that during this period 
people across the United States not only seemed more inclined toward religious belief, but they 
also became more willing to openly proclaim their belief in God.45  
A nationwide increase in the number of people attending religious services and rising 
levels of religious affiliation accompanied this spike in religious belief in the United States. 
During the early Cold War period the percentage of church membership in the United States 
increased from fifty-seven percent in 1950 to sixty-three percent in 1958. In fact, the sixty-three 
percent in 1958 marked an all-time high for church membership in the nation’s history, before 
or since.46 A 1954 Gallup poll also found that when asked the question, “Are you a member of a 
church?” seventy-nine percent of American adults answered in the affirmative.47  Similarly, 
other polls and surveys found that during this period church and Sunday school attendance 
increased at rapid rate, one that greatly surpassed that of population growth.48 Records also 
showed that in order to accommodate the growing numbers of church attendees these religious 
organizations built a record number of new churches during this same period.49 Such emphasis 
on religion in daily life reinforced the view that many Americans seemed to share during this 
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era: that the roots of the Cold War went deeper than just a military conflict. It also supported 
the notion that the global fight against communism contained an important spiritual side as 
well.  
This renewed emphasis on religion within the United States during the early Cold War 
era did not manifest itself solely in personal matters such as church attendance and belief in 
God. In order to emphasize the clear distinction between the God-loving people of the United 
States and the godless communist leaders of the atheistic Soviet Union, the people and 
leadership of United States collectively adopted religious language and symbols in very public 
and official ways. For example, in 1954 through an official act Congress added the words “under 
God” to the Pledge of Allegiance.50 In explaining the importance of this change, Senator Homer 
Ferguson of Michigan asserted that “this modification of the pledge is important because it 
highlights one of the real fundamental differences between the free world and the communist 
world.”51 Before the Congress passed this law changing the Pledge of Allegiance, a 1953 Gallup 
poll found that sixty-nine percent of the country favored such a change.52 Three years later 
Congress acted again to highlight the religious nature of the country by adopting the phrase “in 
God we trust” as the official motto of the United States, ensuring that it would remain on, or be 
added to, the nation’s currency, postage stamps, and other official documents.53 
By placing such increased emphasis on overtly religious phrases like “under God,” “pray 
for peace,” and “in God we trust,” on the nation’s currency, its Pledge of Allegiance, and on 
postage stamps the United States as a collective whole adopted a persona that intentionally 
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accentuated its religious character and heritage. Growing numbers of references to God, prayer, 
and other religious ideas during the early Cold War era made their way into everything from 
political speeches and public monuments to legislation and business advertisements. President 
Eisenhower famously opened each cabinet meeting with a prayer, and he hosted National 
Prayer Breakfasts with prominent religious leaders. In a particularly symbolic moment, just days 
after his inauguration, President Eisenhower was baptized and joined the Presbyterian 
congregation in Washington D.C.54 This emphasis on the religious tradition and character of the 
United States served both to highlight this specific aspect of American culture and to juxtapose 
it with that of its Cold War enemy, the godless Soviet Union.55  
Needless to say, this unprecedented outward display of religiosity in the culture greatly 
added to the prestige and esteem that average Americans felt for religious leaders. For example, 
a 1953 survey conducted by Elmo Roper found that forty-six percent of Americans believed that 
religious leaders were doing the most for the country. As a result of this survey Roper concluded 
that “no other group – whether government, Congressional, business, or labor – came anywhere 
near matching the prestige and pulling power of the men who are the ministers of God.”56 Such 
had not previously been the case. For example, in a similar survey from 1942, religious leaders 
had placed third, after government and business leaders.57 This rise in respect and prestige for 
religion and religious leaders in general during the early Cold War era in turn gave the Religious 
Right increased relevance and legitimacy. 
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Such political emphasis on religion as a means of fighting Soviet communism also had 
other effects upon American culture as well. Will Herberg, an insightful sociologist writing during 
this early Cold War era, produced a book entitled Protestant, Catholic, Jew in which he critiqued 
the emergence of a uniquely American “common religion.” This American “religion” he 
described as “a spiritual structure, a structure of ideas and ideals, of aspirations and values, of 
beliefs and standards; it synthesizes all that commends itself to the American as the right, the 
good, and the true in actual life.” Herberg labeled this set of religious beliefs, values, and ideals 
“the American Way of Life.” He argued that, “It is the American Way of Life that supplies 
American society with an ‘overarching sense of unity’ amid conflict.” 58  
Building on the observations of Herberg, the historian William Inboden has argued that 
as part of the effort to rally support, encourage unity, and tap into the religious fervor during 
the early Cold War years, political leaders such as Presidents Truman and Eisenhower helped to 
encourage the strengthening of this “American civil religion.”59 President Truman laid out some 
of the commonly shared tenets of this “American religion” in a speech given before the Federal 
Council of Churches in 1946. In this speech he emphasized an increased need for religious unity 
by stating that “this conference… represents no particular sect or creed, but rather… represents 
the spirit of the worship of God.” Downplaying the sectarian or theological divisions between 
Protestants, Catholics, Jews, and other religious groups within the United States and around the 
world, Truman instead emphasized the similarities and common values that these groups 
shared: “We are all bound together in a single unity – the unity of individual freedom in a 
democracy.” He then juxtaposed the noble values of the United States and its allies against the 
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undemocratic and irreligious nature of their enemies from the past – Nazi Germany – and of the 
present: the Soviet Union. “We have just come through a decade in which the forces of evil in 
various parts of the world have been lined up in a bitter fight to banish from the face of the 
earth both of these ideals – religion and democracy.” Truman’s words emphasized these two 
key pillars – religion and democracy – in order to highlight the values and ideals that Americans, 
along with other peoples of the “Free World,” shared in common. Truman then finished by 
explaining that these two pillars of Western society shared common roots, because “both 
religion and democracy are founded on one basic principle, the worth and dignity of the 
individual man and woman.”60  
 Truman thus saw the American values of democracy, individual rights, freedom of 
choice, and national unity as being completely in harmony with the religious ideals taught in 
both Christianity and Judaism. Accordingly, the general commitment of the United States to 
these complementary political and religious ideals – the American civil religion described by 
Herberg and Inboden – could function as a weapon against the atheistic communist enemy of 
the United States and its allies. Truman made this clear when he asserted that “If the civilized 
world as we know it today is to survive, the gigantic power which man has acquired through 
atomic energy must be matched by spiritual strength of greater magnitude.” And Truman 
expressed the belief that the United States could collectively attain such spiritual strength and 
unity through obedience to God’s commandments: “If men and nations would but live by the 
precepts of the ancient prophets and the teachings of the Sermon on the Mount, problems 
which now seem so difficult would soon disappear.” However, such a spiritual battle against the 
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forces of godless communism would require a unified religious front. “The Protestant Church, 
the Catholic Church, and the Jewish Synagogue – bounded together in the American unity of 
brotherhood – must provide the shock forces to accomplish this moral and spiritual awakening. 
No other agency can do it.”61  
President Truman was hardly the only American leader who held such beliefs about 
spiritual strength and unity as a component of the Cold War. Many other political and religious 
leaders shared his view that renewed spiritual fortitude, increased moral rectitude, and overall 
righteousness would play a key role in strengthening the United States and defeating the Soviet 
Union.62 Eisenhower wrote that “the more intimately I become familiar with the desperate 
difficulties that abound in the world today, the more convinced I am that solutions must be 
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firmly based in spiritual and moral values.”63 He sounded a similar note in a speech at the First 
National Conference on the Spiritual Foundation of American Democracy held in 1954, when he 
stated that, “Fundamentally, Democracy is nothing but a spiritual conviction. All our liberty, 
justice, and power spring from this basic conviction… To this faith, however, we must add self-
discipline and a fervor and strength of conviction if we are to… meet the challenge of 
communism.”64  
Clearly leaders of the Religious Right agreed with this emphasis on the religious 
character of the United States. They had long hoped for a religious revival to reenergize the 
moral and spiritual character of the country. The renewed interest in religious matters that had 
accompanied the outbreak of the Cold War seemed to provide the groundwork for just such a 
revival and the reentry of the Religious Right into the cultural and political mainstream.65  
The growing emphasis on religious and political unity in the face of a common enemy 
also sparked a key shift in American culture during this period. Previously the theological and 
cultural differences among mainstream Protestants, evangelicals, fundamentalists, Catholics, 
Jews, Mormons, and other religious groups had occupied the main focus of each group’s 
attitude toward the other. Differences tended to keep the individual groups separated, and they 
usually downplayed the many theological beliefs that they shared in common. However, the 
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emergence of an increasingly universal “American civil religion” and the growing emphasis on 
shared beliefs – such as the commonly shared belief in a Supreme Being, in the Bible, and in the 
Ten Commandments – began to undermine the deep religious divisions inside the United States. 
Instead of highlighting the differences between these various religious groups, more and more 
Americans began to emphasize the religious beliefs they all shared in common. Downplaying 
such theological and denominational divisions helped the United States to present a powerful 
united front against the atheism of the communist enemy.66  
This shift propelled American culture during this period toward what some have called a 
“Cold War consensus.”67 This growing emphasis on unity in place of division acted as a double 
edged sword. On the one hand, previously excluded religious groups such as Catholics, Jews, 
Mormons, and fundamentalists enjoyed increased levels of acceptance and tolerance during 
these early Cold War years. The election of the first Catholic President, John F. Kennedy, in 1960 
offers one of the clearest examples of this shifting attitude toward religious tolerance and 
increased acceptance of diversity. However, the cultural consensus of the early Cold War years 
also put great emphasis on the need for conformity, assimilation, and harmonious behavior. 
Religious and political leaders quickly labeled those who stepped out of line or challenged the 
mainstream culture as dangerous subversives, deviants, perverts, and communists. Thus early 
civil rights leaders, labor union activists, feminists, homosexuals, and other cultural critics that 
challenged the cultural consensus of the early Cold War period found little sympathy for their 
                                                          
66
 Martin E. Marty, Righteous Empire: The Protestant Experience in America (New York: Dial Press, 1970); 
Carpenter, 188; Lahr, 45-53; Petigny, 54-92; Stevens, 66-74; Inboden, 63-78, 266-267; Herberg.  
67
 Arthur M. Schlesinger Jr., The Vital Center: The Politics of Freedom (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 
1949) 
Richard Hofstadter, The American Political Tradition: And the Men Who Made It (New York: Vintage, 
1989); Benjamin Fordham, Building the Cold War Consensus: The Political Economy of U.S. National 
Security Policy, 1949-1951 (Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press, 1998). 
32 
 
 
cause and instead received harsh treatment for their attempts to step outside of social and 
cultural norms.68 
 As a result of the Cold War’s emphasis on religion as a dividing line between 
communism and the “Free World,” religious belief throughout the world became a weapon that 
leaders of the United States tried to emphasize in order to fight against the godless Soviets both 
domestically and internationally. As President Eisenhower stated in a speech in 1959, “every 
type of free government, is a political expression of some form of religious belief.” He went on 
to argue that religion – regardless of its particular theological beliefs – offers the “strongest link 
that we have among all the countries of the West. Indeed I think this even includes the 
Mohammadens, the Buddhists, and the rest… because of their relationship to the Supreme 
Being.” From this point of view, the President concluded, that the United States could play a key 
role in “uniting the free world through this common respect for religion.”69  
 The decision by the leadership of the United States to use religion as a domestic and 
global weapon to fight Soviet communism offers an early example of a larger more far-reaching 
development in American politics that came out of the Cold War. America’s emphasis on 
religion as a domestic unifier and motivator in conjunction with its use as an international tool 
to unify and fortify the “Free World” against Soviet aggression manifests the increasing 
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connections between domestic politics and foreign policy within the United States during the 
Cold War.70  
As a result of this proliferating linkage between religion, domestic political culture, and 
international relations – along with the emergence of an American civil religion and the growing 
emphasis on the Cold War as a spiritual battle – the Religious Right gained increased legitimacy 
in discussions of foreign policy and international relations during this early Cold War period.71 
Leaders of that movement had long dreamed of a return to a place of increased cultural 
relevance and mainstream legitimacy. As the historian Joel Carpenter has put it, “their periodic 
public crusades have displayed their determination to regain lost cultural power and influence. 
Even when fundamentalists have expressed their alienation toward American cultural trends 
and advocated separation from worldly involvement, their words have been more those of 
wounded lovers than true outsiders. They have seen themselves as the faithful remnant, the 
true American Patriots.”72  
Ever since the nineteenth century religious traditions in the United States had 
increasingly come into conflict with the realities of modern life, scientific progress, and changing 
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cultural mores. As a result of these clashes between religious belief and various aspects of 
American culture, conservative evangelicals, particularly fundamentalists, perceived a decline in 
their religious and cultural influence. 73 The embarrassing and highly public Scopes “Monkey” 
Trial of 1925 punctuated such perceptions among these religiously conservative groups, causing 
many to pull back from public life and political activism.74 And yet the experience of the early 
Cold War years in the United States – accompanied by the ubiquitous pronouncements against 
godless communism, the rise of an American civil religion, and the increased tolerance for 
previously ignored religious groups like these conservative evangelicals – offered these former 
outcasts a way back into America’s political and cultural mainstream. The Cold War opened a 
door which encouraged leaders of the Religious Right to participate in political debates 
regarding American foreign policy, and they eagerly took advantage of this long sought 
opportunity to reenter the mainstream of American politics and culture. 
    When it came to the issues of the day, members of the Religious Right already had a 
certain amount of credibility. No one in the United States hated communism more than the 
leadership of the Religious Right. Spokespersons like Billy Graham, Carl McIntire, Billy James 
Hargis, Edgar C. Bundy, L. Nelson Bell, Fred C. Schwarz, and many others had long spoken out 
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against the dangers of communism long before the Cold War had begun.75 As perceived 
authorities on the issue, these spokespersons widened their appeal further by speaking out on 
other related foreign policy issues regarding everything from the United Nations and the 
intentions of the Soviet Union, to the fall of China to communism and the dangers of communist 
infiltration into the third world.76  
Not only did the prestige and legitimacy of these religious leaders rise high enough for 
them to comment on, and receive national attention for their foreign policy ideas, but some of 
them even managed to gain an audience with powerful policy-makers in the United States 
government, including the President. Although not part of the Religious Right, Reinhold Niebuhr 
became one of the most prominent examples of a religious thinker who made his way into the 
tight circle of influential American policy directors, a group that the historian Ernest May has 
labeled as “the opinion elite.”77 Billy Graham occupied a similar elevated level of status and 
national respect to that of Niebuhr because of his religious credentials. Graham became a close 
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friend of Secretary of State John Foster Dulles, as well as a trusted spiritual advisor to President 
Eisenhower, meeting with them often and giving personal, spiritual, and political advice.78   
Not only did religious figures like Billy Graham begin to occupy a more prominent place 
in foreign policy discussions, but he and other religious leaders like him could also use their 
religious prestige to serve their country – and the United States’ political leadership specifically 
– in two specific ways. First, these religious leaders often traveled around the globe spreading 
their message of faith and recruiting converts to the Christian gospel. As such, these world 
evangelists could serve as unofficial American ambassadors to the world – presenting a good 
face, sharing a positive message of hope, and highlighting the common religious beliefs in a 
Supreme Being. Beyond this, such travels and missionary work could also provide useful 
knowledge and intelligence about countries around the world. For example, after returning from 
an extended trip through East Asia and India in 1956, Graham met with the President, Vice 
President, and Secretary of State to share his thoughts and insights about the countries he 
visited. Graham encouraged them to adjust American foreign aid to these countries and 
emphasized the need for more missionary work there.79 Similar missionary efforts in Latin 
America and Africa also became valuable for both their efforts to present a positive image of the 
United States and for providing the government leadership with knowledge and insight into the 
regions.80 
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Atomic Bombs, Israel, and Premillennialism 
 
 Another major reason why several spokesmen of the Religious Right gained an elevated 
position of legitimacy and prestige during this time related to the fear and uncertainty 
associated with the early Cold War period. People in the United States increasingly turned to 
these religious leaders for both spiritual and political guidance because of the terrifying new 
reality of the Atomic Age. At the end of World War II the United States unleashed the 
frightening and powerful new technology of nuclear weapons, which forever changed the way 
people thought about global conflict, warfare, and their very survival as a species. Responsibly 
controlling such an awesome new technology seemed beyond the meager abilities of politicians. 
So instead of relying on the weak arm of man, many people began to turn to a higher power for 
hope and guidance.81 As Billy Graham put it, “these hydrogen bombs that can destroy whole 
cities and whole states with one blow may fall upon us in the next few years. Our only hope is a 
turning to Jesus Christ.”82  
 Talk of the end of the world, “Armageddon,” and an apocalyptic destruction became 
increasingly common as many people in the United States – and the world – grappled with the 
new reality of the atomic era. Such cosmic concepts seemed to fall within the sphere of religion, 
not politics. As Thomas E. Murray of the Atomic Energy Commission put it, “Since the atom as a 
weapon approaches absoluteness, it must be governed by another absolute – the universal 
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moral law.”83 The Bible had predicted a time of “wars and rumors of wars,” widespread 
destruction, and an atmosphere wherein “men’s hearts would fail them out of fear.”84 For many 
people living during these early Cold War years, it seemed that just such a time had arrived. The 
historian Paul Boyer has explained that “the bomb forced unbelievers to consider seriously the 
claims of Bible prophecy. The fear aroused by the prospect of atomic annihilation had produced 
a sharp reversal in thinking about the Second Coming and end-time events.”85 Supporting 
Boyer’s observation, Wilbur Smith – a religious scholar and conservative author living during this 
period – wrote, “For years, Bible students who have dared to speak of the Biblical teaching that 
this age will end in a catastrophe have been laughed at... Now the atomic bomb seems to be 
persuading some who delighted in ridiculing… to recognize that this earth may be nigh to a 
disaster.”86 
 Evangelical and fundamentalist groups had a specific set of beliefs about the end of the 
world known as “dispensational premillennialism.” This well-defined system of eschatological 
beliefs bolstered their claim that these religious conservatives had particularly relevant insights 
into questions about the atomic era, the end of the world, and the prophecies surrounding the 
second coming of Jesus Christ. Believers in dispensational premillennialism divided history into 
separate units of time known as dispensations. They believed that the final dispensation in the 
earth’s history stood not far off and that when it arrived it would usher in a thousand years of 
peace and harmony on the earth known as the “Millennium.” The idea of “pre”millennialism 
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referred to the belief that Christ’s second coming would occur before this final dispensation of 
millennial peace arrived. In their view of premillennialism, Christ’s second coming –prophesied 
in the Bible – would come during a dramatic “end-of-days” period of tribulation, war, and terror 
laid out in the book of Revelations and in several other books of the Bible. Dispensational 
premillennialists also believed that Christ’s return would bring an end to the suffering of the last 
days and would finally usher in the final dispensation; the peaceful utopia of the Millennium.87   
 In various parts of the Bible numerous prophecies laid out signs and events that would 
accompany the last days, the lead-up to Christ’s return, and the Millennium. As firm believers in 
dispensational premillennialism, the evangelicals and fundamentalists, who played prominent 
roles in the Religious Right had closely studied these prophecies in order to watch for and 
understand the events related to the return of their Lord. Thus when events began to unfold in 
ways that seemed to have possible connections to, or even fulfillment of, these prophesied 
events, the many Americans looked to these religious experts to explain their significance and 
interpret their larger meaning. 88 Echoing the feelings of many as they watched the events of the 
mid-twentieth century unfold, Harold Lindsell – editor of Christianity Today – stated bluntly, “It 
seems to me, as I read history and as I read the Bible, that we are getting very close to the 
second coming of our Lord.”89  
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 Religious scholars and other premillennialists within the Religious Right movement 
emphasized the many “signs of the times” that suggested to them that, as Harold Lindsell put it, 
“there are people within the sound of my voice tonight who will live to see the coming of our 
Lord.”90 As mentioned previously, the awesome power of atomic energy engendered a great 
deal of speculation about what role these new weapons would play in the final days before 
Christ’s return. Likewise, various authors within the Religious Right, such as Wilbur Smith, 
speculated that due to the growing fear of nuclear annihilation, “politically, the world is being 
forcibly, inevitably driven to seek a single government.”91 Smith and others worried that such 
fear might unite people across the globe “in one great chorus to say only a world government 
can save us.” Already, they pointed out, the great powers of the world had taken the first steps 
toward the creation of a “one-world government” in the form of the United Nations. This, they 
warned, may have laid the foundations for the rise of the Anti-Christ, “the final world ruler” who 
would use his Satanic gifts to gain dictatorial control over this unified world government.92 In 
their view this “terrible tyrant” would ultimately unite the world against the Christian minority, 
use his power to destroy any and all who stood in his way, and possibly even play a key role in 
the great battle of Armageddon.93  
Interest in such prophetic questions and events relating to the end of the world did not 
die out as the years proceeded. Instead interest continued to grow throughout the 1950s and 
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1960s. One example of such growing interest came in the form of a book by the religious 
conservative Hal Lindsey entitled The Late Great Plant Earth, which was first published in 1970. 
The fact that this book – which laid out in great detail a conservative evangelical interpretation 
of biblical prophecy and the events surrounding the end of the World and Christ’s return – 
became the best-selling non-fiction book in the United States throughout the decade of the 
1970s suggests the rising level of interest and curiosity regarding this topic.94   
 One particularly significant event during this period of the early Cold War did much to 
capture the attention and imagination of the premillennialists of the Religious Right. In 1948 the 
newly created State of Israel emerged out of the ruins of World War II. The return of the Jewish 
people to their historical homeland confirmed for many premillennialists that the time of 
Christ’s return stood very close at hand. Premillennialists reached this conclusion because, 
according to their understanding of biblical prophecy, they believed that as part of the process 
that would precede Christ’s return the Jewish people would be restored to their ancient 
homeland. Thus the creation of the Jewish State of Israel indicated that the time of Jesus’ return 
might be soon at hand. 
This new nation in the Holy Land also caught the attention of many other people 
throughout the United States and around the world. Many of these people had not studied 
Biblical prophecy with the same gusto as members of the Religious Right, so they tended to 
defer to the judgment of these supposed experts.95 As Wilbur Smith put it, “Those who know 
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the future for this earth, both in judgment and in glorious restoration, are those who are taught 
in the Word of God.”96      
 Billy Graham spoke about this link between Israel and Christ’s return by acknowledging 
the great deal of “talk about the tremendous happenings within Israel which many people 
believe is a sign of the end. That doesn’t mean that we are to become hysterical… It doesn’t 
mean that we are to sit down and say, ‘the Lord is coming; we shouldn’t work.’”97 Graham even 
produced a film entitled His Land, which highlighted his belief – which many members of the 
Religious Right shared – that the restoration of the Jewish people to Israel had fulfilled biblical 
prophecies.98 Members of the Religious Right again inserted themselves into debates over 
American foreign policy by calling for quick recognition of the newly created State of Israel. In so 
doing they revealed their fervent belief and desire that their eschatological views, based on 
their own interpretations of Biblical prophecy, ought to play a central role in American foreign 
policy decisions.99 
 Members of the Religious Right saw the hand of God behind Israel’s restoration to its 
“Promised Land” in Palestine. Such faith in divine intervention grew dramatically after the 
miraculous victory of Israel over its Arab enemies in the famous Six Day War of 1967. 
Outnumbered and surrounded, Israel miraculously survived the conflict. Such a tremendous 
victory against all odds seemed to suggest some form of divine intervention. But God had done 
more than merely provide a miraculous military victory. According to religious observers, God 
intervened and aided His chosen people to such an extent that they even managed to expand 
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their borders and retake key pieces of the “Holy Land.” In the Six Day War, Israel managed to 
reclaim the ancient city of Jerusalem, where Solomon’s temple had once stood. The Bible 
prophesied that before Christ’s return, the Jewish people would rebuild their temple in 
Jerusalem. By retaking Jerusalem, God had helped them make a giant leap toward fulfilling that 
prophecy.100 The victory in the Six Day War had also expanded the lands controlled by Israel into 
the area known as the West Bank, which also had religious as well as strategic significance. Such 
a miraculous victory and the retaking of key holy sites seemed to confirm that, as the religious 
conservative author and spokesperson Tim LaHaye put it, “Israel is part of God’s design and 
Israel is protected by God… a miracle wrought by God.”101 
In the minds of the participants in the Religious Right, the issue of Israel and its 
connection to the end of days did not represent an issue separate from that of the Cold War. 
The two had close links, according to their religiously conservative worldview. A commonly held 
interpretation of end-of-times biblical prophecy held that the “northern armies” would march 
on Israel, setting up the famous coming battle of Armageddon. As Oswald Smith – a pastor 
associated with the Religious Right – explained, “The Bible makes it very, very clear that Russia is 
going to march on Palestine.” Smith and most of the Religious Right agreed that the “northern 
armies” spoken of in biblical prophecy referred to the Soviet Union. Smith went on explaining, 
“And how will communism be overthrown in Palestine and the Middle East? God Himself is 
going to come on the scene, so we are told by the prophet Ezekiel. God Himself will undertake 
to defeat these northern armies marching… against His own people who have returned to 
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Palestine.”102 Others added to this interpretation – which included a great deal of the Cold War 
conflict as its primary reference point – by arguing that when the Bible spoke of the “kings of the 
east” gathering “an army of 200 million soldiers” and uniting with these “northern armies,” such 
prophecies referred to the Sino-Soviet Alliance between the communist allies of the Soviet 
Union and Red China.103  
 In this way the Cold War appeared to fulfill prophecy and predict the outcome of 
communism’s aggressive and expansionist behavior. The biblical prophecies seemed to confirm 
what many already believed about the Soviet Union and its communist allies. These godless 
forces not only threatened God’s chosen country, the United States, but they would also 
threaten and eventually invade Israel, God’s anciently chosen and recently restored people. The 
historian Angela Lahr has explained the importance of this connection between Biblical 
prophecy, the State of Israel, and the Cold War. She has pointed out that the United States had 
identified itself as being on the side of good, acting as “God’s warriors” and fighting for 
righteousness against the evil forces of Soviet communism. Thus in the view of those members 
of the Religious Right it made perfect sense for God to tip the scales in this cosmic battle 
between good and evil by coming in on the side of Israel and the United States to destroy the 
Soviet Union. Those in the Religious Right asserted that, according to their interpretation of 
biblical prophecies, this would be exactly what would happen. Furthermore, Lahr has concluded 
that the acceptance of this religiously conservative interpretation of the Cold War in foreign 
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policy circles “was significant in both bestowing religious support on U.S. foreign policy and in 
altering the way that evangelicals saw their own identification within the national culture.”104 
Members of the Religious Right eagerly watched events in the Middle East for any clues 
about the Christ’s return. In 1956 the Suez Crisis offered opportunities for speculation and 
renewed overall interest in biblical prophecy and its connection to the Cold War conflict. The 
religious scholar and conservative evangelical Wilbur Smith even published an entire book in 
1957, entitled Egypt in Biblical Prophecy, in which he analyzed the role of Egypt in the 
approaching events of the apocalypse.105 Religious observers from Reinhold Niebuhr to Billy 
Graham emphasized the various connections between biblical prophecy and the Cold War 
manifested in the Suez Crisis. Abdel Nasser, Egypt’s President during the time, had begun to 
court favor with the Soviet Union, and consistently criticized Israel. In this way Nasser became 
the epitome of the link between the Cold War and the “end of days” because he represented 
both a Cold War threat as well as being a dangerous enemy to God’s restored people in Israel. 106  
The United States openly chastised Israel, Britain, and France for their roles in the Suez 
Crisis. However, this did not mean that the United States had turned its back on its Israeli allies 
as a result of their differences over the Suez Crisis. Instead it represented a short term hiccup in 
a larger and longer lasting alliance network between these western nations. President 
Eisenhower had chided Israel, Britain, and France for their actions mainly out of fear that the 
Suez Crisis might sour American relations with the Arab world – on whom the United States 
increasingly depended for oil and other strategic considerations. As a result most spokespersons 
within the Religious Right did not endorse nor agree with Eisenhower’s reaction toward Israel 
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during the Suez Crisis. Furthermore, Nasser’s experience during the Suez Crisis propelled him 
further into the Soviet sphere. The fact that Egypt began receiving increased levels of Soviet aid 
and weapons ultimately reinforced the narrative of religious conservatives. They had long 
supported the recognition of the State of Israel and depicted the Jewish nation as a key ally of 
the United States fighting against the Soviet Union and its allies, namely Egypt and other Arab 
nations.107 
The Religious Right’s expertise in biblical prophecy not only helped to explain the events 
of the Cold War – and even predict events that had not yet occurred – but religious ideas and 
beliefs in general also offered much needed solace and hope in times of doubt and fear. In a 
time when America’s role in the world was dramatically changing, coupled with periods of great 
fear and uncertainty, it provided some level of comfort for believers to fall back on the idea that 
everything had a purpose. They could find even more solace and hope by believing that God was 
behind it all and that He had a plan and a special mission for the United States of America. This 
notion became all the more appealing and comforting to the millions of Americans who had 
lived through the Great Depression and World War II and who were then facing the terrible 
realities of the Cold War. As Billy Graham put it, “We are living at one of the crisis periods of 
history… The day of judgment is at hand… The world is living in a balance of terror… These are 
the problems that face us in an atomic age… the possibility, the awesome, terrible possibility, of 
world destruction.”108  
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Such traumatic historical episodes led many to find hope anywhere they could, including 
the adoption of some of the ideas of the Religious Right.109 Echoing Graham’s assessment, Will 
Herberg explained that “the hydrogen bomb, on which our survival depends, yet which 
threatens us with destruction, is the sinister symbol of our plight. Confronted with the demonic 
threat of communist totalitarianism, we are driven to look beyond the routine ideas and 
attitudes that may have served easier times.” Herberg explained that the world had changed 
dramatically in the recent decades, and nuclear technology became both the real and symbolic 
icon that epitomized the terror and uncertainty that the world now lived with on a daily basis. 
“On every side insecurity assails us, and yet security is becoming more and more the urgent 
need of our time. In the midst of our prosperity, we need, desperately need, reassurance and 
the promise of peace.”110 In a world poised on the brink of self-destruction, only faith in an 
omnipotent and merciful God could provide such hope and peace.   
However, the plight described by Herberg – the national dependence on terrible and 
dangerous nuclear weapons to stop the greater threat of Soviet communism – did not present 
an insurmountable dilemma for the Religious Right. Premillennial dispensationalism held to the 
belief that Christ would return at an appointed time. Such a time would be based on God’s will 
and His timeline. Christ’s return and the destruction prophesized in the Bible would not come 
about as a result of man’s action or inaction; such events would only occur according to God’s 
will. As the religious conservative George Eldon Ladd asserted, “the second coming of Christ will 
not be an event arising out of history; nor will it be the result of other historical events. It will be 
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a free act of God, breaking into history in the person of the glorified Christ, to redeem history 
from the evils of the centuries and to transform it into the kingdom of God.”111  
This meant that, in the minds of the participants in the Religious Right, the calls for 
nuclear buildup, containment, and even war against the Soviet Union did not constitute an 
immoral or overly aggressive foreign policy. According to their view, only God could destroy the 
earth. And if such destruction came about, it would only happen as part of God’s plan. Nuclear 
weapons, therefore, did not constitute a threat to mankind’s continued existence, because God 
would not allow man to destroy the earth. Such destruction would not come about until after 
Christ’s return and the Final Judgment. Thus America should view nuclear weapons as a 
deterrent provided by the almighty to fight the Cold War and stop the evil communists from 
taking over the world.112 
Such faith in God and His plan provided a sense of hope and confidence to those who 
otherwise had none. The religious conservative and mission director in China articulated a 
simple yet powerful message which resonated with many people during this period. He asserted 
that “we are looking forward to the Coming of Christ… God will win! Of this we are certain… Let 
us bring this Blessed Hope into the place of centrality… In [God’s] time all the power and all the 
oppression of the communists will be broken.”113 Wilbur Smith echoed this sentiment when he 
wrote that “the secret of victory, of a hope that will not fade away… is none other than Jesus 
Christ, the Son of God. Our victory over the world, our unceasing source of strength, comfort, 
and hope is in Christ as creator, conqueror, and consummator.”114  
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In more general terms Will Herberg explained that “on another, more personal, or 
rather more private, level, too, religion has been found to serve the need for security.”115 Both 
individually and collectively, the people of the United States – and the nation itself – could find 
solace, hope, and ultimate victory against evil in and through religious observation. These 
parallel views of personal salvation and the fate of the nation led to an overlapping of religious 
faith and American foreign policy in ways that had long-lasting effects upon how people thought 
of America’s role in the world. Religion had taken a central place in the framework of the Cold 
War. Religious beliefs, therefore, not only influenced how Americans thought about their own 
personal behavior, but also how they perceived American actions abroad. In other words, the 
fusion of religion and foreign policy during the early years of the Cold War meant that salvation 
from both the godless Soviet enemy and from the evils of the world came through faith in God 
and in His divine plan. The end of the world would come, but it would be guided by God’s hand. 
Thus faith, righteousness, and obedience to God would not only save one’s soul, but would also 
save the world.116 
Harold Lindsell, the editor-in-chief of Christianity Today, preached a sermon in which he 
explained the various “signs of the end of times” that the world had recently experienced. He 
concluded this sermon by explaining that “in that dark hour when everything looks black, then 
shall Jesus come again… to put down sin and wickedness and unrighteousness and to rule the 
nations with a rod of iron. When you see these things begin to come to pass, Christian, lift up 
your head; your redemption draweth nigh.”117 Americans did not need to fear, because they had 
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undertaken to fight the good fight both against godless communism and against all the other 
evil of this world. The United States might lose some battles. The Cold War might even appear 
hopeless and lost at times. Victory against the Soviet Union might not even come until the last 
moment when Christ himself would return and destroy the forces of evil across the globe. Yet, 
as long the United States collectively maintained its righteous course, members of the Religious 
Right remained convinced that the nation would emerge victorious in the end. 
Events such as the Cuban Missile Crisis in 1962 reminded people of the need for both a 
strong military and spiritual defense against the dangers they faced on a daily basis. This 
dramatic nuclear standoff between the United States and the Soviet Union provided further 
evidence of the feebleness of man’s efforts to avoid global destruction and the need to look to a 
higher power for peace, comfort, and hope. During the tense days of this crisis, church 
attendance on average rose between ten and twenty percent around the country.118 
Congregations and entire communities held prayer vigils in an effort to unite themselves in 
righteous devotion and to ask God to spare the nation from the impending disaster. These 
prayers provided many Americans with a renewed sense of both personal and national 
righteousness and strength. Such spiritual activities helped citizens build a stronger connection 
to both God and to their fellow citizens as the population came together to manifest its belief in 
a Supreme Creator.119  
Events such as the Cuban Missile Crisis also expanded even further the growing overlap 
between religion, biblical prophecy, and American foreign policy during the early Cold War era. 
In linking the Cold War conflict to biblical prophecy about the end of days, Billy Graham 
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preached a sermon entitled “The Bridegroom is Coming” during the 1962 Missile Crisis. In it 
Graham explained how this nearly disastrous standoff between the United States and the Soviet 
Union reflected the signs of the times and again emphasized that such dramatic international 
episodes suggested that Christ would soon return. 120  
By the early 1960s, as a result of the experiences of the early Cold War years, such 
religious language about American foreign policy had become quite common. As a matter of 
fact, the growing legitimacy and prestige of the Religious Right became such a valued 
commodity that individuals within this movement often fought over who could speak for the 
group. Leaders of what came to be labeled as “conservative evangelicals” – made up of men 
such as Billy Graham, L. Nelson Bell, Harold Ockenga, as well as groups like the National 
Evangelical Association and the publication Christianity Today – came under attack by more 
conservative fundamentalists such as Carl McIntire, Billy James Hargis, and Bob Jones Jr.121 The 
growing disagreements over both theological and political positions escalated to such extremes 
that by the middle of the 1960s a clear and unbridgeable divide existed between these two 
groups within the Religious Right. The fight, at least in part, focused on who had more credibility 
on issues of anti-communism and foreign policy. The two groups also disagreed on other 
matters, such as those relating to theology and evangelical tactics as well. Many fundamentalists 
like McIntire and Hargis denounced Billy Graham for his willingness to work with “liberal” 
religious groups in revivals and other things. For example, the fact that Graham collaborated 
with organizations such as the World Council of Churches, which McIntire and other 
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conservatives despised, represented an unforgiveable affront to the more conservative wing of 
the Religious Right.122    
 In 1968 Christianity Today published an unfavorable review of Billy James Hargis’s 
book.123 In addition to the negative review, the reviewer also asserted that Hargis’s organization, 
“Christian Crusade [,] is not actually Christian, and… it may be as dangerous to the country as 
the radical left of communism.”124 In response to this attack, Hargis wrote a five page letter 
haranguing Graham, Bell, and everyone associated with Christianity Today. In the letter Hargis 
claimed that they had “seriously hurt the cause of Christ and Christian conservatism for reasons 
that I do not understand… I’m sorry that your magazine instigated this controversy. I sincerely 
hope and pray that it will not harm the cause of Christ or America.”125 Bell and other 
conservatives responded to these types of attacks with letter after letter, comparing Hargis and 
McIntire to Senator McCarthy and stating that they “negate their efforts in their stand against 
communism when they accuse everyone who disagrees with them as being communists.”126 
The two groups within the Religious Right never managed to settle these political and 
theological disputes. As a result, the divisions separating the two sides became increasingly 
entrenched over time. Yet both the fundamentalists and the conservative evangelicals within 
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the Religious Right continued to comment on foreign policy issues throughout the 1960s and 
1970s. Spokespersons from both sides commented prolifically on foreign policy issues such as 
the Vietnam War, communist aggression in the Third World, the election of Richard Nixon and 
his notions of Détente, the Sino-Soviet split, etc.127 As will be discussed with much greater detail 
in Chapter Two, these efforts during the 1960s and 1970s helped to preserve the legitimacy and 
prestige the Religious Right had achieved during the early Cold War era. This continued 
credibility of conservative religious views helped to lay the groundwork for the more prominent 
New Religious Right movement that would emerge in the 1970s under such leaders as Jerry 
Falwell, Pat Robertson, and many others.128 
The emergence of the New Religious Right owed much to the fact that the earlier 
Religious Right group had established itself as a political and cultural force. As a result of their 
perceived legitimacy in discussing foreign policy issues, in explaining links between international 
events and biblical prophecy, and in their deep and long held anti-communist beliefs, these 
religiously conservative spokesmen held positions of sufficient respect and credibility during the 
early Cold War years that enabled them to step into the political and cultural mainstream. This 
national willingness to listen to the Religious Right, at least on foreign policy issues, combined 
with a generally accepted perception of the Cold War as both a military, as well as a spiritual, 
conflict against the godless communists. Together these developments helped to elevate their 
conservative religious views to a new level of esteem. Religious belief became a weapon that 
the United States could use to unite its own people and the God-fearing nations around the 
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world against Soviet communism. Such emphasis on religion facilitated the emergence of an 
“American Civil Religion” and provided a new level of prestige for religious leaders in American 
politics.  
When the next generation of politically active conservative religious leaders – members 
of the so called New Religious Right – stepped into the political realm in the 1970s and 1980s, 
their predecessors had already built a lasting foundation of foreign policy credentials upon 
which they could stand and be heard. In this way Jerry Falwell’s ominous warnings about 
America’s international and military decline and Pat Robertson’s comments about dangerous 
Soviet intentions did not represent something altogether new. Although these and other 
spokesmen of the New Religious Right found their primary motivation in their perception of a 
dangerous moral decline in the United States, they also spoke often and ominously about issues 
of international relations and American foreign policy. Part of the reason for this confluence of 
domestic and foreign policy issues resulted from the prestige and legitimacy that earlier leaders 
of the Religious Right had achieved in the past. As the New Religious Right spokesmen began to 
enter into the political realm, they looked back to their predecessors for examples and guidance. 
They did not look in vain, because the early Religious Right Cold Warriors of the 1940s and 
1950s had previously succeeded in gaining entrance into debates regarding American foreign 
policy. Thus the next generation, the New Religious Right of the 1970s and 1980s, would take 
advantage of this preexisting position of political and cultural respect to assert their influence 
regarding both American foreign policy and domestic political issues within the United States.129 
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Chapter Two 
Against All Enemies, Foreign and Domestic 
The New Religious Right and the Spiritual and International Decline of the United States 
 
 In the late 1970s members of the New Religious Right (NRR) began sounding the alarm 
about the decline of the United States. These religious conservatives of the 1970s and 1980s 
spoke of “moral decay” and “spiritual deterioration,” but they also linked such ominous 
concerns to problems relating to American foreign policy. This perception of both a domestic 
and an international American decline helped to propel many in the NRR into action. The 
religious conservatives saw the global retreat of the United States, as well as its economic 
stagnation and the rising levels of lawlessness and anarchy across the nation as interconnected 
symptoms of a deeper national illness. 
As Jerry Falwell explained, “communists know that in order to take over a country they 
must first see to it that a nation’s military strength is weakened and that its morals are 
corrupted so that its people have no will to resist wrong.” According to Falwell, the moral decay 
in the country not only threatened its internal righteousness and religious heritage, but it also 
threatened the nation’s security and survival. He continued by asserting that “when people 
begin to accept perversion and immorality as ways of life, as is happening in the United States 
today, we must beware… When we are weak morally, and when we have lost our will to fight, 
we are in a precarious position for takeover.”1 America’s enemies saw its vulnerability, which 
had resulted from the nationwide spiritual decline, and these enemies waited for the 
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opportunity to take advantage. “We are sowing corruption in our land and are reaping instability 
in our nation. Our faltering defenses are yet another evidence of this.”2 
 Falwell hardly stood alone in his views. Many within the NRR shared this opinion of 
seeing the international decline of the United States as inextricably connected to its domestic 
moral corruption. With regard to the Cold War and other global conflicts the president of the 
Southern Baptist Convention and founder of In Touch Ministries, Charles Stanley, concluded that 
“we are losing! We have become a second-rate power.” He then proceeded to explain what had 
caused this decline in the global power of the United States by stating that “we have chosen the 
very things which have eroded the base of our moral courage. We have brought our condition 
upon ourselves… It is our own wickedness that has put us in the position we find ourselves.”3 
Rus Walton, a prominent religious conservative, author, and founding member of the Christian 
Coalition on Revival, echoed both Falwell’s and Stanley’s assessments by asserting that 
“ultimately, the security of any nation depends upon the people’s obedience and trust in the 
Lord God.”4 
Most in the NRR believed that moral turpitude and spiritual debilitation stood at the 
heart of these problems that plagued the country throughout the 1970s and into the 1980s. As 
evidence of this frightening state of affairs in the United States, spokespersons of the NRR 
pointed to everything from the growing tolerance for sin in the guise of legalized abortions, 
rising drug use, and the emerging cultural acceptance of homosexuality to the accommodation 
of evil forces that destroyed families, such as rising rates of divorce and the growing popularity 
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of the feminist movement. Religious conservatives feared that the rising “secular culture” of the 
United States had begun to implement a coordinated attack against religion in general and 
against Christianity more specifically. They highlighted issues such as the outlawing of school 
prayer, the revocation of tax exemptions for certain religious institutions, and the removal of 
the Ten Commandments from public buildings as evidence of this anti-religious sentiment.5    
In the minds of these members of the “moral majority” this dangerous removal of 
religion from public life and the simultaneous acceptance of sinful behavior undermined the 
spiritual heritage of the United States.6 Such attitudes of internal accommodation of immorality 
seemed to go hand in glove with America’s turn toward international appeasement of the 
godless communists in the Soviet Union, known as détente. Those in the NRR, along with many 
other conservative voices, berated this “failed” policy of “peaceful coexistence.” To many on the 
right it smacked of weakness, retreat, and a betrayal of America’s allies in the face of communist 
intimidation.  
According to many members of the NRR throughout its history, the United States had 
received certain blessings from the Almighty because He had a special mission for the country. 
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The national decline of the 1970s threatened to remove that divine assistance on which the 
country had so long relied. The nation needed to revive its legacy of spiritual fortitude and 
military strength in order to live up to its divine origins and fulfill whatever mission God had in 
store for the country. Many members of the NRR felt that an old-fashioned revival would bring 
the country back to its senses and restore the traditional faith and order that had been lacking 
for the past decade or more. Many leaders of the NRR even felt inspired and chosen specifically 
by God. They often acknowledged His hand in their efforts and in their success, suggesting that 
the Almighty had played an intimate role in preparing and guiding the NRR in order to bring 
about this spiritual renewal and redeem the United States from both its internal domestic 
troubles and the international Cold War crisis it faced during the 1970s and 1980s.7 
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This tendency among members of the NRR to conflate both the international and 
domestic aspects of the overall decline of the United States coincided with a broader 
development in American political culture. Therefore their growing emphasis on the 
interconnectedness of domestic political culture and foreign affairs did not represent something 
altogether unique to the NRR. As a result of the all encompassing Cold War, people in the United 
States increasingly intermingled policies that touched on both internal and external issues in a 
way that caused various international and domestic concerns and initiatives to overlap and blur 
together. Probably the most obvious, but far from the only example of this intermingling of 
international and domestic issues came in the form of the civil rights movement.  
Several historians have written entire volumes analyzing how the international politics 
of the Cold War effected the internal decisions and attitudes of American leaders regarding the 
civil rights movement.8 Throughout the Cold War, the United States made a concerted effort to 
put its best face forward and appeal to the “nonaligned” and “Third World” nations in order to 
bring them into the Western camp against the Soviets and their allies. However, the nation’s 
policy of segregation and its overall domestic treatment of African-Americans became an 
international embarrassment that crippled these efforts to appeal to potential allies. This 
embarrassment of racism and segregation became particularly troublesome as the United States 
government tried to appeal to non-white populations in Asia, Africa, and Latin America who had 
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suffered under colonial and imperialistic oppression; these groups often found it very easy to 
sympathize with the African-American community in the United States.9  
During World War II, the United States had led the Allies to victory against the viciously 
racist regimes of Nazi Germany and Imperial Japan. The horrors of the Holocaust – in the form of 
concentration camps and incinerated corpses – offered the world a glimpse into Germany’s 
“final solution” to its so-called “race problem.” How could the United States continue to enforce 
its own policies of racial discrimination and segregation after having witnessed the terribly 
tragedy which had resulted from Nazi racism?10 More importantly, how could the United States 
proclaim itself the “leader of the free world” and a “beacon of liberty” while millions of African-
Americans suffered humiliation and injustice under this legalized institution of racial 
discrimination? Many people quickly made this obvious connection, comparing America’s 
“segregated society” to “Hitler’s Germany.”11 One letter to the editor of Christianity Today even 
asserted that such racism and “bigotry are just another form of Hitleristic totalitarianism trying 
to defend itself as American.”12       
 Very early in the Cold War President Harry Truman had attempted to alleviate this issue 
of widespread racism and segregation in order to diminish its international impact and bolster 
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America’s ability to recruit allies in the fight against Soviet communism. The 1947 Truman 
Commission’s Report, entitled To Secure These Rights, articulated various proposals for civil 
rights legislation. The Report explained that, “we cannot escape the fact that our civil rights 
record has been an issue in world politics… They have tried to prove our democracy an empty 
fraud, and our nation a consistent oppressor of underprivileged people.”13 Truman did not 
succeed in getting Congress to pass these pieces of civil rights legislation during his 
administration. However, in July of 1948 under his authority as Commander-in-Chief President 
Truman desegregated the United States Armed Forces as a gesture toward improving race 
relations within the nation and improving its image abroad.14 
A few years later President Ike Eisenhower echoed Truman’s concerns about how the 
domestic issue of civil rights besmirched the international reputation of the United States. In 
1954 the Supreme Court took on the issue of America’s legalized policy of racial discrimination 
and segregation in the now famous Brown v. the Board of Education case. Before the Court 
announced its decision, the Eisenhower administration urged the justices to consider “the 
problem of racial discrimination… in the context of the present world struggle between freedom 
and tyranny.” The Administration emphasized the international implications of America’s 
policies of segregation and discrimination by explaining that many people throughout the world 
“cannot understand how such a practice can exist in a country which professes to be a staunch 
supporter of freedom, justice, and democracy.”15 In this way, the issue of Civil Rights had both a 
domestic and an international component in the minds of the President and his advisors.   
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Government policies regarding the nation’s military industrial complex – which built 
weapons that United States would use to fight the Cold War – became another example of this 
increasingly common overlap between foreign affairs and domestic issues. In 1961 President 
John F. Kennedy established regulations that required defense contractors either to ban all 
forms of racial discrimination or lose their government contracts. The Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission [EEOC] would oversee this policy beginning in 1961, but it gained 
additional authority and permanent status under the Civil Rights Act of 1964. This meant that 
these domestic contractors, who produced the hardware for America’s global fight against 
communism, had to comply with federal policies regarding race or risk losing their lucrative 
government contracts.16  
One can list a variety of other political developments within the United States that had 
overlapping domestic and international components. The passage of the both the National 
Defense Education Act (NDEA) – a dramatic increase in federal spending on education that 
Congress enacted in response to the Soviets’ launching of their first satellite, Sputnik, in 1958 – 
and the National Highways and Defense Act – a massive federal expenditure on America’s 
highway system justified as a Cold War defense initiative to better move troops and supplies in 
the event of a Soviet invasion – offer excellent examples of this intermingling of international 
and domestic political motivations.17 The links between America’s domestic African-American 
community and their lobbying efforts in support of international independence movements in 
Africa – or the American Jewish and evangelical communities’ lobbying in support of Israel – also 
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epitomize this overlap as well.18 The Truman Doctrine, the Red Scare, and the policies enacted 
under NSC 68 all had both a domestic and an international component linked to the national 
security of the United States. The traumatic experience of Vietnam had long lasting 
consequences for the country regarding its foreign policy. But the growing dissatisfaction with 
the Vietnam War and the accompanying anti-war protests became inextricably entangled with 
other domestic developments such as the Civil Rights Movement, the Student Movement, the 
hippie counter-culture, and even the feminist movement; thus further blurring the distinction 
delineating where international concerns ended and domestic ones began. The list could go on, 
but the point stands that the tendency among members of the NRR to conflate international 
and domestic issues in many ways reflected a more pronounced trend in American political 
culture during the Cold War.19 
 
America Has Lost its Way 
 
The religious conservatives from around the country decried the awful state of morality 
in the United States during this period of the 1970s and 1980s with such frequency and ubiquity 
that with little effort one can easily find innumerable proclamations such as this one made by 
James Robison, the President and founder of the Christian relief organization LIFE Outreach 
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International. Robison explained that “we are experiencing a devastating erosion of moral 
standards in our nation. This deterioration is typified by an absence of ethics… a glorification of 
sex and violence, an increase in drug and alcohol use, accompanied by rising crime rates.”20 Such 
dramatic pronouncements seemed ominous in their prediction of where such behavior might 
lead. Charles Stanley complained that “pornography, perversion, and the occult are eating away 
at the moral fiber that holds this nation together.”21 Tim LaHaye, a prominent Christian 
conservative, author, minister, and spokesperson for the NRR, even asserted that “we are living 
in corrupt days like those of Noah and Lot” and thereby compared the level of depravity during 
this era of American history to those periods described in the Bible when God eventually 
destroyed entire civilizations for their wickedness.22 LaHaye therefore concluded that “this 
nation is on the verge of being transformed into the U.S. of Sodom and Gomorrah.”23 
What had happened to cause such “hedonistic and unbridled lifestyles” to become so 
predominant throughout this previously God-fearing nation?24 Those in the NRR pointed to 
three general things that its spokespeople found most disturbing and at the heart of America’s 
national and international decline: the destruction of the family, rising attacks on religion, and 
the expanding ideology which the many in the NRR labeled “secular humanism.” Those in the 
NRR often used the term “secular humanism” to refer to the liberal philosophies that 
emphasized the revolution in human and scientific knowledge, reason, and learning that began 
with the Enlightenment. Their exact definition of secular humanism is vague and varied, but 
they generally saw it as a philosophy that emphasized human knowledge, achievement, and 
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advancement without any reference to God. Worst of all, in their minds, this philosophy and its 
emphasis on human ability denied the very existence of God, either explicitly or implicitly. 
Humanism presented a particularly pernicious threat because it advanced dangerous attitudes 
of relativism and tolerance of sin. Several spokespersons within the NRR pointed to the rise in 
secular humanism as the heart of the problem and the single underlying cause of several 
insidious national developments.  
A resolution adopted by the National Association of Evangelicals (NAE) in 1982 laid out 
these three points and showed how secular humanism connected all of them.25 The resolution 
warned that the rise in divorce presented a major threat to the family and thus to the moral 
foundation of the country. “While divorce was not new, it rapidly gained acceptance.” This rising 
divorce rate paralleled a more widespread danger to the family: a “growing rejection of 
marriage.” But the battle hardly ended there. “Our nation faces another great threat to family 
life… Parenthood is now perceived as a handicap to self-fulfillment.” Such anti-family sentiment 
was the inevitable “fruit of secular humanism.” According the language in the NAE’s resolution 
the increased acceptance of this dangerous philosophy remained “at the heart of this abdication 
of responsibility and all-consuming passion for personal so-called freedom” because it elevated 
“the principle of self-gratification as life’s highest goal.” Humanism represented a tremendous 
threat to traditional moral rectitude, because “this form of atheistic humanism denies any need 
for God… It endorses the individuals’ right to modify or abandon the customs, traditions, and 
standards of behavior in the Judeo-Christian tradition, thus making good and evil relative to a 
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particular time and place.” Secular humanism represented such a deeply “atheistic” philosophy 
and defined itself in such “anti-God” terms that it deliberately attacked any and all religious 
belief. According to this NAE resolution – and an opinion that many within the NRR shared – 
such attacks on religion had created “a permissive, secular society since absolutes no longer 
command universal respect.” Thanks to secular humanism, the NAE resolution charged, 
“alternative lifestyles in the form of both homosexual and heterosexual deviations are endorsed 
as signs of progress in the upward movement of evolution toward humanistic perfection.”26  
As a result of this growing power of secular humanism, Jesse Helms, the prominent 
North Carolina Senator and outspoken religious conservative, and others in the NRR concluded 
that “the United States began to drift away from [its] Christian heritage.”27 The humanist 
challenge to the traditional concepts of right and wrong had led to a perilous rise in moral 
relativism. Echoing the complaints of many religious conservatives, Francis Schaeffer, an 
outspoken conservative evangelical preacher, author, and theologian who founded the L’Abri 
movement, complained that “morality itself has been turned on its head and every form of 
moral perversion being praised and glorified in the media and the world of entertainment.”28 
Finally, in the 1970s, the “moral majority” of Americans seemed to begin to come to their 
senses. As Tim LaHaye put it, “The moral chaos produced by seven decades of humanist 
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teachings and the antimoral activism of the homosexuals, feminists, and other so-called human-
rights advocates are becoming increasingly sources of alarm to citizens from all walks of life.”29 
As evidence of the confluence of the destruction of the family, attacks on religious 
belief, and the rise in secular humanism, spokespersons of the religious right pointed to various 
developments that had occurred in the United States during the 1960s and 1970s. Recent 
Supreme Court rulings, newly created laws, and changing tax policies offered plenty of 
ammunition to back up the claims made by those in the NRR. Many religious conservatives felt 
persecuted and under attack by the changing cultural and political atmosphere of the 1970s. As 
Franky Schaeffer, the son of the prominent NRR spokesperson, Francis Schaeffer, put it, “Daily 
we are confronted with court-ordered reversals of religious freedoms.”30 
The curriculum in public schools became a major flashpoint of controversy in the efforts 
of members of the NRR to stop the perceived flood of amoral and anti-religious subjects being 
taught by what Tim LaHaye called “the army of secular humanists,” who were “robbing” the 
nation “of our moral values.”31 LaHaye and other religious conservatives decried “the all-
pervasive antimoral values of secular humanism, which have replaced traditional American 
moral values in many of our public schools.”32 He explained that “the removal of religion as 
history from our schoolbooks betrays the intellectual dishonesty of secular humanist educators 
and reveals their blind hostility to Christianity.”33 Unfortunately, innocent children had to suffer 
through this morass of anti-religious sentiment in a public “school where they are not safe from 
                                                          
29
 Tim LaHaye, Battle For the Mind: A Subtle Warfare (Grand Rapids, MI: Fleming H. Revell Company, 
1980), 197. 
30
 Franky Schaeffer, Bad News for Modern Man (Westchester, IL: Crossway Books, 1984), 93-94; see also 
LaHaye, The Coming Peace in the Middle East, 173-174. 
31
 LaHaye, Faith of our Founding Fathers, 3. 
32
 Ibid., 8. 
33
 Ibid., 3-4. 
68 
 
 
violence, drugs, and anti-American teachers.”34 Adding insult to injury, the people of the NRR 
felt that they had to stand by and watch “while paying taxes to subsidize the religion of 
humanism in our public schools.”35  
Yet attacks against religious belief did not only occur in the public schools. Senator Jesse 
Helms asserted that “a handful of determined atheists and agnostics, in collaboration with a 
handful of Pharisees on the Supreme Court, succeeded in their great aim of eradicat[ing] all 
mention of God and His word” from every public building in the United States. And, Helms 
bitterly proclaimed, “all this was accomplished in the name of civil liberties.”36 One of the 
specific cases to which Helms may have been referring occurred in 1980. In Stone v. Graham the 
Supreme Court ruled that public buildings supported by tax-payer dollars could not display the 
Ten Commandments because that practice might be perceived as the government’s official 
endorsement of religion and would therefore violate the First Amendment’s clause separating 
church and state.37 In addition to such Supreme Court decisions, the fact that the IRS threatened 
to take away the tax-exempt status of some religious institutions also smacked of a concerted 
government attack against religion in general and against Christianity in particular.38  
Another significant shift in American attitudes during this period also troubled religious 
conservatives, because it seemed to be another ominous symptom of the changes described 
above. As the historian Bruce Schulman has observed, an important shift in American political 
culture began to take place in the United States in the 1970s. People across the nation began to 
abandon their emphasis on what some have called “liberal universalism,” which Schulman has 
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defined as “a belief in the fundamental unity and sameness of all humanity.”39 The American 
motto E Pluribus Unum – meaning “out of many, one” – enshrined this American tendency to 
downplay differences in order to emphasize the traits that various groups in the United States 
shared in common. However, beginning in the 1970s a large number of people in the United 
States began to shift their thinking when it came to matters of racial, ethnicity, gender, and 
other differences that divided and distinguished unique groups of people. Instead of 
emphasizing commonality and universalism, many people began instead to emphasize and 
celebrate diversity. As Schulman has put it, “The prospect of unlike, unassimilable groups 
appeared as a good to be valued – not a problem but a promise.”40 In other words, an emphasis 
on the concept of E Pluribus Plures – which called for tolerance and mutual respect toward 
racial, ethnic, and other minority groups – took precedence over the attitudes of cultural unity, 
conformity, and assimilation represented in the old motto, E Pluribus Unum. As Schulman has 
put it, “There was no such thing as American culture. Instead, there were many American 
cultures.”41  
Many religious conservatives perceived this shift as an abandonment of a commitment 
to uniformity, obedience, and tradition. Glorifying diversity meant tolerance for people who 
looked, thought, acted, and believed differently from oneself. It implied a form of relativism and 
pluralism that seemed to undermine traditional beliefs and practices. In the view of many within 
the NRR such tolerance for difference easily translated into attitudes of acceptance of immoral 
and unrighteous behavior. The nation no longer aspired to a single righteous vision laid out by 
the dominant cultural group: white Anglo-Saxon Protestant males. Tim LaHaye expressed his 
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outrage at this change quite succinctly in the introduction of his book, Faith of Our Founding 
Fathers, when he exclaimed, “Help! We’ve been robbed!”42 
In the view of many religious conservatives in the NRR moral relativism and a growing 
tolerance of sinful behavior had replaced the previous dominance of Christian culture in the 
United States. Pat Robertson’s words typified their views: “From its founding until about 1960, 
Americans were united by at least a common ethic. Essentially, the country had been founded 
as a Christian nation, adopting biblical principles and governing itself… under biblical 
countenance.” Yet the country had changed and such unity of belief no longer held all people in 
the United States to a single standard. Instead, Robertson pointed out, “today, the United States 
struggles under a social philosophy of pluralism. There is no unified reality.”43  
This transition toward a more pluralistic, multicultural society had begun, at least in 
part, with the growing acceptance of religious groups that had previously existed outside of the 
cultural mainstream until the early years of the Cold War. As discussed in the first chapter, in an 
effort to unify the country during the early Cold War period and emphasize the nation’s overall 
religious character, the people of the United States increasingly downplayed the differences 
among denominations and faiths. This led to an increasingly tolerant national attitude toward 
those with different religious views. Ironically, many in the Religious Right had supported this 
change in attitudes because in many instances they themselves had stood on the “outside 
looking in.” These religious conservatives had long dreamed of achieving a higher level of 
legitimacy and respect, hoping that such a change might allow them to reenter the political and 
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cultural mainstream. The rising attitudes of pluralism and tolerance during this early Cold War 
period had allowed them to realize this goal.44 
 Yet few could have predicted where such changing attitudes toward religious pluralism 
would lead. It seemed to those in the NRR that the slippery slope of pluralism had gone from 
tolerance toward religion to the celebration of irreligion and had even begun to shift toward a 
growing hostility toward religion. As Francis Schaeffer put it, “accommodation, accommodation. 
How the mindset of accommodation grows and expands.”45 The excessive individualism of the 
“Me Decade” epitomized the transformation of America from a single unified culture to a 
pluralistic society where relativism replaced traditional concepts of moral absolutes. 46 As a 
result many religious conservatives feared that a growing tolerance of evil had become the new 
norm. 
No sooner had the nation collectively given up on the idealism and high hopes of “the 
Sixties” than it embarked on a collective “turn inward.” This sentiment of focusing inward had 
begun with the counterculture movement of the 1960s and had expanded throughout the 
1970s. As a result of this shift large numbers of the American people began to celebrate every 
brand of unique individual identity that they could find. One aspect of this increased emphasis 
on diversity manifest during the “Me Decade” came in the form of the growing emphasis on the 
so-called “hyphenated identity.” These new designations accommodated all sorts of new views 
on race and ethnicity. People began identifying themselves in much more complex and nuanced 
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ways with the growing acceptance of designations such as “African-Americans,” “Jewish-
Americans,” “Italian-Americans,” and “Hispanic-Americans.” 47  
This linguistic shift and a growing emphasis on “political correctness” signified a deeper 
cultural transition. It offered evidence of the shift from a single unified concept of American 
culture toward a fracturing into many diverse and celebrated subcultures, as described above. 
The hyphenated identity presented in the newly adopted term “African-Americans,” for 
example, highlighted the dualistic cultural identity of black people in the United States. In using 
this identifier black people still acknowledged the “American” part of their cultural identity, 
allowing them to maintain an ever-present connection to their United States citizenship and its 
accompanying social background. Yet the designation highlighted the “African” or black aspect 
of their cultural identity and emphasized the existence of a unique and different black 
subculture separate from that of the predominant culture in the United States.48  
This new trend in American culture that celebrated things like diversity and pluralism 
did not remain solely connected to race and ethnicity. This shift away from liberal universalism 
also meant higher levels of tolerance and acceptance of so-called “alternative” lifestyles. Sexual 
orientation became a new trait that received a hyphenated designation. “Homosexual-
Americans” proudly marched in gay pride parades, flaunting that which made them unique and 
different – the part of their identity that they had previously hidden from public attention out of 
shame and fear. This newly discovered “gay pride” disgusted and disturbed most members of 
the NRR. Tim LaHaye articulated the view that many in the NRR shared with regard to this 
development, stating that “in the last few years the sensibilities of decent people have been 
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shocked as homosexuality has come out of its closet and arrogantly paraded itself on the stage 
of the U.S. Congress, where two self-acknowledged homosexuals have been reelected to 
Congress.”49  
Homosexuals had always existed in the United States, but they had never proclaimed 
what those in the NRR saw as their sins and perversions so unabashedly. Suddenly the 
homosexual community began to demand the “legalization of homosexual rights.”50 Gay and 
lesbian groups had stepped out of their shell and would no longer be ignored or intimidated. 
Tim LaHaye bitterly pointed out that “today the homosexual movement is one of the most 
powerful political forces in the country. AIDS is the only governmentally protected plague in the 
nation thanks to the intimidating power of the homosexual lobby.”51 Most religious 
conservatives believed that this celebration of uniqueness had gone too far – especially when 
phrases such as “alternative lifestyles” seemed to imply attitudes of accommodation toward and 
even encouragement for what the NRR saw as immorality and depravity. Some subgroups within 
the NRR even went so far as to try to make homosexuality a capital offense.52 
Nevertheless, those in the NRR did not focus their wrath solely on the growing pride and 
visibility of the gay rights movement. A larger and possibly even more hated group also quickly 
caught the attention of religious conservatives during the 1970s: feminists. This group, which 
centered its attention on issues of gender inequality, offers another example of the “Me 
Decade’s” emphasis on individualism, diversity, and pluralism. Most feminists of the 1970s 
rejected the “we-are-all-the-same” notion of universal liberalism, at least in the ways such 
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concepts had applied to women in the past. Instead they placed great emphasis on their unique 
characteristics as women. They angrily rejected traditionally prescribed gender roles, which 
feminists insisted had forced them into positions of second-class citizenship. They demanded 
change and greater economic and political opportunity in the form of equality and liberation. 
Again, the NRR perceived the growing popularity of this women’s movement as a threat to the 
family and to the traditional cultural and political dominance of white Anglo-Saxon Protestant 
males. Francis Schaeffer warned that the “spirit of our age espouses an extremely strong and 
subversive feminist view which teaches that the home and family are ways of oppressing 
women… All of this,” members of the NRR asserted, “has had a devastating effect upon the 
family.”53 
Many in the NRR saw the feminist movement as a “subversive influence” because it 
threatened the “natural order” of things. Francis Schaeffer asserted that “the key to 
understanding extreme feminism centers around the idea of total equality, or more properly the 
idea of equality without distinction.”54 It seemed to many religious conservatives that these 
women wanted to destroy families, stop bearing children, go out and get jobs, become doctors 
and lawyers, and ignore their duties and responsibilities in the home. In fact, it appeared to 
many in the NRR that feminists had already had a tremendous negative impact in breaking up 
the family. Schaeffer and other religious conservatives clearly blamed feminism for many of the 
growing problems during this period: “We cannot talk about divorce without speaking 
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immediately about extreme feminism, for this certainly is one of the largest influences 
contributing to divorce today.”55 
Religious conservatives like Charles Stanley complained that, “the very things that 
decades before were obscene, illegal and immoral began to be the accepted way of life in 
America.”56 Unlike the rest of the country, those in the NRR chose not to stand by and silently 
accept such decadence as the new norm. They began to fight back against the homosexual, 
feminist, and other movements that they perceived to be threatening the righteous character of 
the United States. As the historian Michael Lienesch has put it, “they saw themselves as waging 
war against sin in all its social manifestations.” As a result the moral crusaders of the NRR often 
lumped feminists, homosexuals, liberals, and other “enemies” together and labeled them, 
collectively, as “the forces of evil.”57  
In the eyes of religious conservatives, the social, cultural, and political upheavals of the 
1960s and 1970s – epitomized by the anti-war protesters, the civil rights marchers, the anti-
establishment students, the free-love hippies, along with the accompanying decline in 
patriotism, rise in civil disobedience, and general breakdown of law and order – offered 
evidence that the country had begun to reap what it had sown. Richard Viguerie,a prominent 
religious conservative and political organizer who helped found the Conservative Digest and 
Moral Majority, warned that a “godless minority of treacherous individuals who have been 
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permitted to formulate national policy” might well “destroy our country with their godless 
liberal philosophies.”58 
The results of this “tyranny of the minority” appeared obvious and ominous to those in 
the NRR. A proclamation by the NAE warned that “law and order are breaking down on a 
national scale.”59 Jerry Falwell and other religious conservatives pointed to the fact that “cities 
are being torn apart by rioting, looting, murders, and the like”60 as evidence of the failure of 
attempts at social reform made during the 1960s. In fact, according to many religious 
conservatives, such efforts had not only failed but had backfired, resulting in what James 
Robison called a “jungle atmosphere” of disorder and anarchy that threatened the very survival 
of the United States.61 This led Robison and others to wonder: “How much of the present chaos 
could be traced to the permissive state of affairs that finds wives refusing to be subject to 
husbands, young people to elders, children to parents… [and citizens] to government?”62 
 
Bipolar Worldview 
 
One reason why the atmosphere of lawlessness and chaos weighed on the minds of 
religious conservatives had to do with the Cold War and the ever-present threat of communist 
                                                          
58
 Richard Viguerie, The New Right: We’re Ready to Lead (Falls Church, VA: Viguerie Company, 1981); see 
also Rus Walton, One Nation Under God (Nashville, TN: Thomas Nelson, Inc., 1987) 11; 1968 Article by L. 
Nelson Bell in Christianity Today entitled “Street Demonstrations: Playing with Fire,” Bell Papers, Box 43, 
Folder 12, BGCA; Robison, 87; Feb. 11, 1964 Letter from L. Nelson Bell to Dr. Clyde W. Taylor, Bell Papers, 
Box 43, Folder 12, BGCA; Edgar C. Bundy, How Liberals and Evangelicals are Manipulating Evangelicals: 
The Drift of the Neo-Evangelicals to the Left and Away from New Testament Theology (Wheaton, IL: 
Church League of America, 1982). 
59
 NAE Resolutions adopted in 1968, Thomas Zimmerman Papers, Box 43, Folder 6, BGCA. 
60
 Falwell, America Can Be Saved, 85. 
61
 Robison, 97. 
62
 Robison, 97; see also NAE Resolutions adopted in 1968 entitled “Crisis in the Nation,” Thomas 
Zimmerman Papers, Box 43, Folder 6, BGCA. 
77 
 
 
takeover. Another proclamation by the NAE asserted that the protest movements and the failed 
social experiments that they engendered had created an “un-American mood… which 
demonstrates itself as godless, revolutionary, and disloyal to the government.”63 Some religious 
conservatives even began to worry that the leadership in Moscow had concocted a plan to bring 
about all of social chaos in order to bring down the United States. At the very least, such an 
unruly atmosphere had provided fertile soil for communist subversives to plant the seeds of 
revolution. To support this assertion Jerry Falwell pointed out that “in Cleveland, a local 
investigation established the fact that Communist Party officials and members were the 
instigating factors in their great riots.”64 
Taking it a step further, Billy James Hargis, the conservative evangelical preacher and 
founder of Christian Crusade, lumped together all of the negative social, cultural, and political 
developments of the recent decades into one big communist conspiracy. He claimed that 
“communism, through its associates, liberalism, progressivism, socialism, and modernism is 
creating class warfare within America, fomenting hatred, stirring up various so-called ‘social 
crises’.” Furthermore, he asserted, the communists and their fellow travelers – liberals, 
humanists, etc. – had all joined forces against the United States and had undertaken a 
coordinated effort to topple their foe by “destroying love of country, perverting morals of young 
and old, casting aside beloved traditions, banning the Bible from American schools, and in 
general reducing the proud and free American citizenship to an insignificant helpless, hopeless 
pawn of giant government.”65 
                                                          
63
 NAE Resolutions adopted in 1966, Thomas Zimmerman Papers, Box 43, Folder 6, BGCA. 
64
 Falwell, America Can Be Saved, 87; see also June 27, 1968 Letter from Pastor Woodrow Wilson Robbins 
to L. Nelson Bell, Bell Papers, Box 41, Folder 10, BGCA. 
65
 Billy James Hargis, Communist America – Must it Be? (Tulsa, OK: Christian Crusade, 1960), 35; See also 
1977 report published by The Church League of America entitled “Special Report: Protecting Traitors, 
78 
 
 
One might wonder how those in the NRR could so easily lump the disparate groups of 
socialists, communists, humanists, feminists, homosexuals, civil rights activists, student 
protesters, and others into a single massive conspiracy.66 At least part of the answer rests upon 
their Manichean or “bipolar” worldview – a dualistic approach to the world which simplified 
complex situations into good and evil with little room for any sort of middle-ground – described 
in the first chapter. According to the conservatively religious views of the NRR, a neutral middle 
ground does not exist. As the Reverend David Noebel put it, “there is no such thing as the 
middle of the road. A special place in hell is being reserved for people who believe in walking 
down the middle of the political and religious road.”67 This emphasis on a black and white 
worldview hearkened back to the words of the 1964 Republican Presidential Nominee, Barry 
Goldwater, who was not associated with the religious Right, but who many people called “Mr. 
Conservative.” During his presidential campaign Goldwater proclaimed that “extremism in 
pursuit of liberty is no vice! And… moderation in pursuit of justice is no virtue.”68 This sort of 
hard-line attitude became something that more and more religious conservatives would adopt 
during the 1970s and 1980s.  
Unlike Goldwater, however, most religious conservatives put much greater emphasis on 
moral absolutes. Their bipolar concepts of right and wrong, good and evil, God and Satan, 
heaven and hell, all reinforced their either-or mentality. As the prominent evangelical preacher 
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Billy Graham explained, “moral law never changes.”69 Jerram Barrs, a religiously conservative 
pastor, instructor at Covenant Theological Seminary, and disciple of Francis Schaeffer, echoed 
this view, explaining that “God’s character does not change. He is the same Lord yesterday, 
today, and forever.”70 Therefore, many religious conservatives concluded that because of the 
unchanging and absolute nature of God and His laws, one ought to emphasize the distinctions 
between good and evil rather than searching for any sort of compromised middle ground.71 
Biblical passages supported this view. For example, the Book of Revelation admonished: “I know 
your works: you are neither cold nor hot. Would that you were cold or hot! So, because you are 
lukewarm, and neither cold nor hot, I will spew you out of my mouth.”72 
As described in the first chapter, religious conservatives perceived an ever-present life-
and-death struggle between good and evil. During the early years of the Cold War this 
perception prompted many in the United States to conflate the global struggle against godless 
Soviet communism and this cosmic battle between God and Satan into a single, all 
encompassing conflict between the forces of good and evil. Most within the NRR did not give up 
on this view, and they continued to see the fight against communism and the battle against evil 
as one in the same.73 As Jerry Falwell explained, “Satan has mobilized his own forces to destroy 
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America.”74 These “Satanic forces” of which he spoke had come in various forms, but in the 
bipolar worldview of the NRR all the various enemies of righteousness emanated from a 
common source and were united in a single purpose, even if they themselves did not realize it.  
Their Manichean worldview helps to explain the often confusing tendency of members 
of the NRR to conflate feminists, homosexuals, communists, socialists, secular humanists, and 
anyone else that encouraged or indulged in moral depravity into a single category. It also 
illuminates the deeper meaning of statements like that made by Charles Stanley: “For the last 
half century, the Marxists in this country have influenced and penetrated every single area of 
our society.”75 By these words Stanley was not actually saying that Marxists – followers of the 
communist philosophies of Karl Marx, Frederick Engels, and Vladimir Lenin – had literally taken 
over “every single area” of the United States. Instead the way he uses the term “Marxists” here 
simply refers to the collective enemies of righteousness – a blanket term conflating all of the 
various individuals, movements, and groups that had promoted immorality in the United States 
over the last fifty years.  
Pat Robertson used similar blanket terms when describing the “evil” movements of the 
previous decades; he conflated them into a single group of co-conspirators. “In the United 
States of America,” Robertson declared, “key universities… have been taken over by people who 
are sympathetic with Marxism.” He warned that these “college-educated liberals” engaged in 
“communist activism” and secretly spread “the gospel of socialism” because they “believe 
passionately in communism.” Many religious conservatives believed that such enemies hid their 
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true identity, making them doubly dangerous. Robertson himself even admitted that he had 
used the term “Marxists” as a blanket term for a larger group of people who would not actually 
call themselves Marxists: “While only a few label themselves Marxists, almost all identify 
themselves as ‘secular humanists.’”76  
Senator Jesse Helms seemed to agree with Robertson’s assessment. Even though these 
dark forces took upon themselves various labels, Helms saw through their deception, asserting 
that “liberalism is the political creed of a pseudo-religion known as humanism.”77 He then went 
on to warn that under the benign mask of humanism, “communism has made substantial 
inroads into the thinking of our people.” Helms then resurrected the bipolar language of the 
Cold War, describing communism as “a counterfeit religion” and “a perversion of the Christian 
faith,” that appealed to the young people of the 1960s and 1970s “who have no spiritual or 
moral training.” 78 Those in the NRR rarely named specific individuals or groups as the purveyors 
of such ideas. Instead, they usually spoke in more general and vague terms about who they 
believed had caused this rise in communist and humanist belief. They often highlighted entire 
groups such as academics, union leaders, liberal politicians, and young radicals rather than 
naming anyone in particular. 
Whether secular humanism had become merely a benign label for the pernicious evil of 
communism – as Robertson and Helms asserted above – or whether it represented an 
altogether different, but equally godless philosophy mattered less to those in the NRR than their 
desire to convince people that both humanism and communism represented serious moral and 
political threats. For example, Tim LaHaye explained that “humanism is not only the world’s 
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greatest evil but… [also] the most deceptive of all religious philosophies.”79 In the dualistic and 
Manichean view of these religious conservatives, both humanism and communism represented 
what Francis Schaeffer called the “complete antithesis to Christian truth,” and “an attack on God 
himself.”80 Echoing this sentiment, Tim LaHaye explained that like communism, “the religion of 
humanism” actively embraced and promoted “atheism, evolution, amorality, autonomous man, 
[and a] socialist one-world view.”81 Franky Schaeffer and others emphasized that both 
humanism and communism had a deep “antireligious bias.”82 Therefore, many in the NRR saw 
little difference between the two godless “religions” of communism and humanism. They often 
used the terms synonymously; however they tended to use the term “humanism” when talking 
about the dangers within the United States and then often reverted back to talking about 
“communism” when discussing foreign policy or other outside dangers threatening the 
country.83 
Besides the atheistic views that these two philosophies embodied, the deep-seated 
hatred toward both humanism and communism that many conservatives felt also centered on 
the fact that both of these ideologies emphatically denied a basic and vital concept central to 
the Christian world view: the fallen nature of human beings. LaHaye and other religious 
conservatives argued that both communists and “humanists have a basic misunderstanding of 
the nature of man. They consider man inherently good, whereas the Bible pictures humanity as 
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fallen, sinful, and untrustworthy.”84 In fact, Francis Schaeffer explained, “the term humanism 
means Man beginning from himself.”85 James Robinson thus asserted that humanism, like 
communism, denied any reference to a Supreme Being, a Creator, or a Law-giver because each 
is “essentially a religion that worships… man.”86 Carl McIntire echoed these views and concluded 
that in the spiritual vacuum of atheism that humanism and communism actively engendered, 
“society takes the place of God in the life of the individual, it deposes God. Not only does it 
remove God, but also it enthrones itself in the place of God.” That is why, according to McIntire 
and other religious conservatives, “there is the closest possible relation between the 
communistic, social control of the economic processes and Russian atheism. Atheism will 
produce a collectivized individual and the collectivistic social order ends in atheism because it 
attempts to take the place of God in the lives of men.”87 
Those in the NRR saw this flawed humanist and communist belief in the goodness of 
human nature as not only tragically naïve, but also as deeply threatening. Helms and others 
argued that both of these godless ideologies aimed “to create a heaven on earth.”88 Such 
utopian idealism, in the view of the members of the NRR, could never succeed because of the 
sinful nature inherent in all human beings. Instead these attempts at social engineering would 
inevitably lead to authoritarian and totalitarian regimes. Francis Schaeffer warned that such was 
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the case because “utopian schemes in this fallen world have always brought tragedy.”89 
Religious conservatives believed that such efforts at providing for the “common good” often 
started out with the best of intentions. But because these dreamers failed to recognize the 
fallen and sinful nature of mankind, they would invariably adopt increasingly coercive methods 
to enforce their utopian vision, which would invariably lead to government repression, 
dictatorship, and totalitarianism.90 
According to many religious conservatives in the NRR, the dangerous dependence upon 
government power as a means of control, which both humanism and communism advocate, 
came from the atheistic mentality contained in each of these philosophies. As Jesse Helms 
explained, “When you have men who no longer believe that God is in charge of human affairs, 
you have men attempting to take the place of God by means of the Superstate.”91 In other 
words, not believing in any authority above human reason, these atheistic philosophies put too 
much trust in the power of government. This, religious conservatives argued, represented 
another fatal aspect of both humanism and communism because it would inevitably culminate 
in a totalitarian system. Thus, Tim LaHaye warned that “humanists have a running romance with 
big government. They universally assume that government is good and that big government is 
better than little government.”92 
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 Following this line of thinking, many in the NRR interpreted the growth in both the size 
and power of the United States federal government during the decades of the 1960s and 1970s 
as another ominous signal that the country had begun to move toward humanism, socialism, 
and communism. They pointed to developments like the New Deal and President Lyndon 
Johnson’s Great Society Programs, as well as the growth of “welfarism” and the overall rise in 
government bureaucracy in general as evidence of the dangerous turn toward “statism” that 
had taken place in the United States during the previous decades. As Jerry Falwell summed it up, 
“Today government has become all-powerful.” 93  
According to many religious conservatives, not only did this growth in government 
power reflect the pernicious injection of humanist and communist ideas into mainstream 
American culture, but it also threatened to weaken the national character of the country as well. 
Jerry Falwell warned that “for all too many years, Americans have been educated to 
dependence rather than to liberty.”94 And Jesse Helms explained that ever since FDR’s New 
Deal, the government had “federalized almost every human enterprise,” which had “installed a 
gigantic scheme for redistributing the wealth that reward the indolent and penalizes the hard-
working.”95 Religious conservatives worried that such a scheme had propelled the United States 
dangerously toward an ever-growing socialistic “welfare state.” Thus, for many in the NRR it 
appeared that the country had already taken several menacing steps toward communism. 
However, just as troubling to those in the NRR, the growth in government welfare programs had 
already begun to cause people to lose individual initiative and self-respect. Charles Stanley and 
                                                          
93
 Falwell, Listen, America!, 12; see also 318-20-12 Paper entitled “Some Objectives of the Communist 
Party in the United States: Trends to Socialism,” Bell Papers, Box 20, Folder 12, BGCA; LaHaye, Battle for 
the Mind, 91; Pierard, 22-25. 
94
 Falwell, Listen, America!, 12. 
95
 Helms, 11. 
86 
 
 
others in the NRR feared that if the country continued along this path it would lead to “a total 
destruction of the human spirit.”96 Gary North,a conservative evangelical author and founder of 
the Institute for Christian Economics, warned that “to become dependent on such an institution 
[i.e. the government] is to become a slave.”97  
Because of their love of big government and welfare programs, religious conservatives 
warned, both the communists and the humanists displayed what Tim LaHaye called a 
“consistent hostility toward Americanism, capitalism, and free enterprise. But at the same time, 
they extol the virtues and benefits of socialism.”98 In fact, according to Tim LaHaye, neither a 
communist nor “a humanist is… qualified to be elected to public office by patriotic, America-
loving citizens,”99 because of their dangerously similar “socialistic, one-world”100 tendencies. 
Thus the growing influence of these dual – but ultimately singular – philosophies threatened 
both the internal and external security of the United States. As Pat Robertson put it, “Today we 
are reaping the whirlwind of the academy’s experimentation with communism and 
secularism.”101 
The growing power of the welfare state in the United States coupled with the failed 
social experiments of the 1960s seemed to have weakened the country both internally and 
internationally in the view of many religious conservatives. The nation had not only begun to 
adopt the egalitarian view of its communist enemies, but it had weakened itself morally and 
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economically by abandoning its core principles. Capitalism and democracy had made the nation 
great. In order for the nation to maintain its economic power it needed to return to these 
principles. This meant less government interference both in the economy and in the social 
sphere. Capitalism required things like individual initiative, profit, competition, and economic 
inequality in order for it to function properly. Many religious conservatives felt that the 
humanists and liberals in America had convinced the country to abandon those principles and to 
replace them with ideas dangerously similar to communism and socialism.   
As one can see, many in the NRR shared a political view that combined various elements 
of both conservatism and libertarianism. On the one hand, most religious conservatives 
emphasized the need for the government to intervene into the social and cultural spheres in 
order to protect traditional values and curtail the spread of evil like pornography, abortion, 
family disintegration, and other moral dangers. Many within the NRR seemed perfectly 
comfortable using government power to maintain prayer in public schools, displaying religious 
symbols in government buildings, and enforcing laws based on religious beliefs. However, 
religious conservatives also had a strong libertarian streak in their fear of an overbearing welfare 
state and the use of government power to implement social programs and regulate the 
economy. They feared that such an expansion of the government’s role in economic and social 
matters threatened the individual liberty and American spirit of initiative by attempting to 
socially engineer a better outcome. Whereas many within the NRR tended to view government 
intervention regarding moral issues, like abortion and school prayer, as a necessary means of 
protecting and strengthening the traditional values that had ultimately made the United States 
so powerful and successful.  
88 
 
 
The bipolar worldview of those in the NRR led proponents of that view to envision only 
two possible alternatives for where the country might be headed. Tim LaHaye showed this 
dualistic mentality when he asserted that “the most burning issue in America today is whether 
this is ‘One nation under God,’ based on the Bible and Judeo-Christian principles, or a secular 
nation without fixed moral absolutes.”102 Or as Rus Walton put it, “The choice now, as always, is 
this: God or man; Christ or self.”103 The absolute belief in God shared by those in the NRR 
offered a clear and insurmountable dividing line that separated good, God-fearing Americans 
from evil secular humanists, communists, socialists, and all other godless promoters of iniquity 
and relativism. For example, Francis Schaeffer explained that “in the Judeo-Christian world view 
final reality is the infinite-personal God who is truly there, objectively, whether we think He is 
there or not… To this God things are not neutral. Therefore, there are absolutes; there is right 
and wrong in the world.”104 
From the perspective of those in the NRR, each person must either acknowledge God 
and His unchanging divine laws or deny Him and His laws completely. Schaeffer once again 
emphasized this point, asserting that “the real chasm is between those who have bowed to the 
living God… and those who have not.”105 Thus one could not accept any form of moral relativism 
without denying God’s existence outright. Such a stark duality came from the fact that, 
according to Schaeffer and other religious conservatives, all human beings “are locked in a 
battle of cosmic proportions” between the forces of good and those promoting evil.106 The black 
and white nature of this conflict rested on the assertion by many religious conservatives like 
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Schaeffer that it was ultimately a fight “between two fundamentally opposed views of truth and 
reality… between a complete moral perversion and chaos and God’s absolutes.”107 In other 
words, as Edgar Bundy put it, “Nowhere in the Bible is compromise with evil taught.”108 
According to religious conservatives like Tim LaHaye, “humanism, in all its atheistic, 
amoral depravity” had caused the national rise of moral relativism and the accompanying 
tolerance toward sinful behavior.109 He went on to explain that this “spirit of tolerance that is so 
often extolled in humanist teachings” had also caused a pernicious spiritual decline in the 
United States.110 Such increasingly popular attitudes of “accommodation” and tolerance had, 
according to Francis Schaeffer and other religious conservatives, marked “the removal of the 
last barrier against the breakdown of our culture. And with the final removal of this barrier will 
come social chaos and the rise of authoritarianism.”111 
 
Domestic Decay leads to International Decline 
 
Spokespeople for the NRR warned about how the growth in attitudes of tolerance, 
relativism, accommodation, and acceptance of “alternative” lifestyles had undermined 
America’s courage and conviction in its fight against evil, both at home and abroad. Charles 
Stanley explained the connection between this moral decay and American decline by asserting 
that “the problem with America is that we have become weak… in character, devotion, 
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commitment, and conviction… God wants us to be men and women of conviction – unwavering, 
unfaltering, unalterable conviction!”112 According to religious conservatives like Stanley, the 
United States had once been a country filled with “men of iron will, men of principle,”113 but 
now the national character reflected weaker attitudes of “compromise, ambivalence… [and] 
pragmatism.”114 They feared that humanism had poisoned this once great country and had 
infected it with weakness and cowardice.  
According to those in the NRR, this lack of moral conviction did not merely manifest 
itself in the domestic realm with the rise of “gay rights” activists, feminists, free-love hippies, 
antiwar protesters, chaos, anarchy, and a general atmosphere of godless depravity. America’s 
internal moral decay and the nation’s inability to stand up to the evil within its borders had also 
infected its foreign policies with weakness, cowardice, and compromise. Therefore, many in the 
NRR believed that such moral laxity had contributed to America’s dramatic global decline that 
paralleled its simultaneous domestic decay. Edgar Bundy asserted that as its foreign policy the 
United States had adopted “a position of collaboration with the anti-Christ or God-less state” 
which had caused it to “capitulate to the demands of the ungodly… [and] compromise with 
evil.” He went on to explain that the nation’s leaders had become a “spineless group who go 
along with anything which is expedient.” Linking these factors to American global decline and 
the Cold War, Bundy concluded, “No wonder the Red tide advances steadily over such weak 
opposition!”115 
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Charles Stanley echoed Bundy’s sentiments and asserted that “this is not a time for 
people who are cowards or compromisers.”116 Various religious conservatives emphasized the 
need for America to “show some backbone” in dealing with the forces of evil, both domestically 
and internationally, just as they believed it had done during the early years of the Cold War.117 
Jerry Falwell’s words once again offered a prime example of this attitude: “As a preacher of the 
Gospel, I must speak out against evil. Evil forces would seek to destroy America. I must speak 
out against godless communism, which would seek to destroy the work of Christ.”118 
Religious conservatives warned that humanism had damaged the United States 
internally, while the external threats of the nation’s Cold War enemies had increased during the 
1960s and 1970s. An editorial in Christianity Today summed up this attitude by arguing that “the 
righteousness and justice which have been the invisible structure of our foreign policy, are being 
sabotaged by the relativistic and utilitarian ethics of a cynical age.”119 From this perspective one 
can see why those in the NRR often conflated the internal and external enemies that threatened 
the United States. Their bipolar worldview, coupled with the fact that the battle against evil – 
whether it be foreign communism, or domestic humanism – could not remain contained to the 
physical world, let alone within the borders of a single nation, led the NRR to often draw 
connections between seemingly disparate national and international developments.  For 
example, Jerry Falwell asserted that the “nation’s military is weakened” because America’s 
“morals are corrupted.” He then went on to explain that “when people begin to accept 
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perversion and immorality as ways of life, as is happening in the United States today, we must 
beware” because “our enemies know that when we are weak morally, and when we have lost 
our will to fight, we are in a precarious position for takeover.”120 
During the early years of the Cold War, the United States had seemingly reached a 
consensus that Soviet communism represented the greatest evil in the world. Yet it seemed that 
people had forgotten this fact by the 1970s, and those in the NRR felt the need to remind 
everyone of the threat posed by the godless communists. Rus Walton’s words highlighted this 
desire to return to the consensus of the early Cold War, when everyone agreed that the Soviet 
Union represented the greatest evil in the world: “Who, today, is numbered among God’s 
enemies? What political system denies God and persecutes His people? Surely the USSR – the 
Soviet Union, Marxism, the Communist Party… must be considered one of God’s arch 
enemies.”121 
The United States’ foreign policy of détente seemed to cause the most outrage among 
those in the NRR. To these religious conservatives détente appeared to be the international 
equivalent to the American domestic attitudes of relativism, tolerance, and multiculturalism 
that the NRR despised so much. Détente called for “peaceful coexistence” with the Soviet Union 
and other communist countries. Under this policy of Détente, the United States had even begun 
a “friendship” with the evil communists in charge of the People’s Republic of China. Challenging 
this attitude of “peaceful coexistence,” Edgar Bundy rhetorically asked, “How could a 
communist, who has vowed to destroy what is left of capitalism and to impose communism on 
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the entire world peacefully co-exist with what he has vowed to destroy?”122 And Charles Stanley 
made a similar point by asserting that “cohabitation is always for their benefit, not ours. 
Freedom and totalitarianism cannot exist together.”123   
Religious conservatives believed that too many people in the United States had adopted 
a “spirit of expediency” toward both domestic and international affairs. They complained that 
such attitudes of acceptance and accommodation had replaced the patriotism, righteousness, 
and unwavering determination in the face of evil that had reigned during the “good old days” of 
the early Cold War era.124 Jerram Barrs explained that America’s “inability to distinguish finally 
between good and evil has produced terrible results throughout the world.”125 The American 
policy of détente denied the Manichean worldview that had previously characterized the Cold 
War. As a result of this new emphasis on “peaceful coexistence,” the country had begun to 
confuse the distinctions between “good” and “evil” both domestically and internationally.  
According to Rus Walton, this weak American policy of détente smacked of 
appeasement and accommodation of God’s enemies. He asked, “What does God demand of His 
people in regard to those nations that are His enemies?” Surely, Walton asserted, the Lord 
would not want His chosen nation to tolerate or become friendly with these godless regimes: 
“God’s Word would seem to make it very clear: His people are not to be yoked with or trust in 
those who compromise with God’s enemies. To do so is to make ‘a covenant with death and 
hell.’”126 Not only that, but, according to Walton, the United States should not even peacefully 
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coexist with these forces of evil, because “the over-arching battle is a spiritual battle against the 
forces of Satan… We have a responsibility to the Lord and to our nation to take the lead in the 
battle against the evil, anti-God empire.”127 
Most spokespeople of the NRR felt that the Bible reaffirmed their uncompromising 
attitudes. The book of Amos admonished that the righteous must “hate evil and love good.”128 
Other verses throughout the Bible struck similar tones: “The Lord loves those who hate evil;” 
“The fear of the Lord is hatred of evil;” “Thou hatest all evildoers.” 129 Détente, and its 
ambivalence regarding communism, had emboldened America’s enemies. According to Richard 
Viguerie and others in the NRR, the weak foreign policies of the 1970s “have issued an open 
invitation to increased Soviet aggression around the world.” Along with this, he asserted that 
American policies of Détente had “resulted in unilateral disarmament by America while the 
Soviets have forged ahead of us in every military category.” This led Vigurie and other members 
of the NRR to conclude that these spineless “liberal presidents and liberal Congresses have 
deliberately put us in second place.” 130 
The “liberals” – used here as another blanket term for humanists, radicals, communists, 
feminists, and other evil forces in the world – had disarmed the United States both literally and 
figuratively. After the disastrous experience of Vietnam, the United States military experienced a 
general decline affecting everything from funding to morale and nuclear preparedness. Thus 
those in the NRR could legitimately assert that the country had quite literally begun to disarm 
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itself during the decade of the 1970s. This post-Vietnam period had also ushered in the 
reorientation toward a policy of détente and peaceful coexistence. During the same time period 
the United States had faced a chaotic period of cultural and social upheaval within its borders 
that had sparked many of the changes that have already been discussed in this chapter such as 
the feminist and gay rights movements, the transition toward tolerance and celebration of 
diversity, the rise in pornography, divorce, legalized abortions, and other developments decried 
by those in the NRR. It hardly seemed possible to those in the NRR that these simultaneous 
developments were unconnected. Therefore, many religious conservatives concluded that the 
moral decay that had begun in the 1960s had certainly played a major role in weakening the 
United States both domestically and internationally.131  
In addition to the military disarmament that had come as a result of the Vietnam 
experience, a more ominous form of “disarmament” had also come in the form of hesitance on 
the part of the United States to use what remained of its once great military power against 
perceived enemies. Some called it a “Vietnam Syndrome”; others referred to it as America’s 
“loss of will.” Whatever label one put on it, many believed that the United States had 
figuratively disarmed itself by refusing to engage the enemy.132 In the words of Jerry Falwell, 
“The fact is that we have a ‘will crisis’ in this country today. We are not committed to victory. 
We are not committed to greatness.”133  
In the collective mind of members of the NRR, this loss of will went hand in glove with 
another type of disarmament: moral disarmament. As Charles Stanley explained, “We have lost 
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our will to resist and fight that which is wrong.”134 All of these developments described above 
had caused the United States to become collectively numb to evil; both domestically and 
internationally. L. Nelson Bell, the editor of Christianity Today and father-in-law of Billy Graham, 
articulated the view that clearly connected America’s internal moral decay with its international 
decline when he explained that “we are already so infected with compromise, love of ease, sex 
obsession, desire for entertainment and pleasure, that we have lost the will to greatness – the 
will to stand up for the right.”135 According to Bell and other religious conservatives moral 
weakness stood at the heart of all of America’s problems. Charles Stanley echoed this sentiment 
by explaining that “where wickedness avails, courage crumbles… Russia and communism are not 
the greatest fear at this moment. The greatest problem we face is the wickedness in our own 
land and the lack of moral courage it is causing.”136 
According to these religious conservatives, the moral decay within the country stood at 
the heart of all of America’s problems, both domestically and internationally. Nevertheless, 
those in the NRR also insisted that the United States needed to do something more about the 
looming Soviet threat. This “no-win policy” and unwillingness to use force smacked of retreat 
and cowardice; it had emboldened America’s enemies. For example, Jerry Falwell highlighted his 
fears that “the world is losing respect for America.”137 Echoing these sentiments, members of 
the NRR like Pat Robertson observed America’s global decline with great trepidation: “America 
                                                          
134
 Stanley, 25. 
135
 318-31-11 July 9, 1960 Letter from L. Nelson Bell to Representative Walter H. Judd, Bell Papers, Box 31, 
Folder 11, BGCA; see also Robertson, Americas Dates with Destiny, 231.  
136
 Stanley, 27-28; see also NAE Resolutions adopted in 1966, Thomas Zimmerman Papers, Box 43, Folder 
6, BGCA; Stanley, Foreword written by Kathy David, ed., iii; 318-48-12 Jan. 6, 1972 Letter from L. Nelson 
Bell to Reverend Zan White, Bell Papers, Box 48, Folder 12. 
137
 Falwell, Listen, America!, 60. 
97 
 
 
is declining in prestige and power among the countries of the world.”138 And Edgar Bundy 
warned that “the forces of dictatorship – specifically, the communist dictatorship of the 
proletariat – are winning… In foreign policy, America has suffered disastrous defeats on almost 
every front.”139 Jerry Falwell even went so far as to claim that nothing in the nation’s history up 
to that point – not the two World Wars, nor the Great Depression, nor even the Civil War – had 
so threatened the continued existence of the United States as had the moral, spiritual, 
economic, military, and international decline, which the country experienced during the 1960s 
and 1970s. Falwell claimed that “for the first time in two hundred years, we face a decade when 
it is doubtful if Americans will survive as a free people.”140   
 Spokespeople of the NRR highlighted a variety of ominous international developments 
as evidence of America’s global decline. They pointed to the abandonment of Indochina to the 
communists, as well as the unchecked expansion of communism throughout Africa – specifically 
in Angola, Ethiopia, as well as parts of Southern Africa, the Congo, and Northern Africa – as 
evidence that the United States needed to at least resume its old policy of containment in order 
to stop more of the world from falling under Soviet domination. The Soviet invasion of 
Afghanistan in 1979 reaffirmed the continued Soviet intentions toward expansion. Many in the 
NRR also decried American disarmament and appeasement of the Soviet Union in the form of 
the SALT I and SALT II Treaties. According to many religious conservatives, not only had the 
Americans agreed to allow the Soviets to have more missiles, but the United States had 
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sweetened the pot by agreeing to ship millions of tons of wheat to the Soviet enemy. 
Meanwhile, according to James Robison, OPEC held “the U.S. economy hostage” and the leaders 
of the free world – beginning with Nixon – were forging friendships and “clinking glasses in 
Peking.” 141  
Spokespeople for the NRR erupted with indignation when the mighty American 
“Colossus of the North,” the author and enforcer of the Monroe Doctrine, caved to international 
pressure – in an all too symbolic gesture of U.S. weakness – and agreed to, as one conservative 
publication put it, hand over “the Panama Canal to a tinhorn dictator with communist 
connections.”142 This “give-away” had accompanied President Carter’s broader effort to 
resurrect America’s image abroad from that of an imperialist bully to that of a global promoter 
of peace and understanding. Carter described this shift in foreign policy as a move away from 
that “inordinate fear of communism which once led us to embrace any dictator who joined us in 
that fear.”143 As a result, Carter began to put a new emphasis on the issue of “human rights.” 
According to many in the NRR, Carter’s human rights policy had serious flaws because it 
represented a double standard. Human rights abuses by American allies received the harshest 
treatment, while the world seemed to ignore the numerous abuses and denial of rights in 
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communist countries like China, North Korea, and the Soviet Union.144 For many in the NRR, 
Carter’s new human rights policy also epitomized the attitudes of cowardice, compromise, and 
appeasement that had been at the heart of America’s decline in the first place.145 
  Two poignant examples of America’s decline during the 1970s came from events which 
occurred at two of the nation’s embassies: one in Saigon, the other in Tehran. For example, Pat 
Robertson explained that after its “humiliating defeat” in Vietnam, the United States 
“abandoned almost 30 million people to communist tyranny” and impotently observed as the 
North Vietnamese communists moved into the South and took over everything, including the 
American embassy in Saigon. Robertson painfully recalled the tragic symbolism as “the nation 
watched together the final frantic retreat up a crowded stairway to a helicopter pad on the roof 
of an American embassy.”146 Just when it seemed that things could not get any worse, 
Robertson explained that “America’s leadership in the world… reached its lowest level in 
modern history when on November 4, 1979, several hundred Iranian militants seized the United 
States embassy in Teheran.”147 Once again, he pointed out, the United States appeared 
powerless, as a “fourth-rate power” brought the nation to its knees.148 Robertson connected the 
two tragedies by asserting that “the national humiliation of that one final day in Vietnam was 
relived in Iran on an almost daily basis as terrorists bullied and threatened their American 
prisoners before the television cameras.” The inability of the United States, supposed by some 
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to be the world’s greatest superpower, to free its own people from the clutches of a group of 
disorganized Islamic Revolutionaries epitomized the sense of American decline. Robertson then 
concluded that the “Iranian captivity symbolized a growing sense of the nation’s helplessness 
before her enemies… Humiliated by terrorists and fanatics around the globe… the once proud 
and mighty nation had lost its way.”149 
It seemed impossible to leaders of the NRR that all of these examples of international 
decline did not have some deeper connection to the nation’s simultaneous moral atrophy and 
spiritual anemia. The fact that America’s global humiliations occurred in tandem with its 
growing internal corruption, depravity, and chaos could not be a mere coincidence. Many in the 
NRR saw these parallel aspects of national decline as having deep connections. Jerry Falwell 
summed up the view of many religious conservatives that conflated domestic and international 
problems when he explained that “we are going through a literal epidemic of unbelief, 
immorality, permissiveness, and situation ethics… Economically we are in the worst crisis in 
history. Militarily we are sick and weak and anemic. And worst of all, we are in the most terrible 
spiritual dilemma this country has ever known.”150 Falwell’s reference to a dilemma here 
punctuated his belief that the United States needed to experience a great spiritual revival in 
order to reverse its decline and restore the nation’s moral compass. Many other religious 
conservatives shared Falwell’s idea and their views will be analyzed in more detail later in this 
chapter.  
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By highlighting their perceived connection between internal moral decay and 
international decline, several spokespeople for the NRR pointed out the historical similarities 
between the troubles that the United States faced during this period and the internal rot that 
toppled the mighty Roman Empire. James Robison emphasized this point by explaining that 
“America is going the way of Rome and other great civilizations that have rotted from within 
and vanished from the ranks of the mighty.”151 According to Jerry Falwell, much like the 
afflictions destroying the United States, “the ultimate collapse [of Rome] was a direct result of 
Rome’s spiritual condition. Had her spiritual vitality not eroded, she would have had the 
strength and wisdom to have maintained herself politically, economically, and militarily.”152 
Viewing both the nation’s domestic trouble and its international decline as symptoms of 
a single malady matched up nicely with the NRR’s view of a bipolar world in which everything 
connected to an all-encompassing battle against evil. Jesse Helms explained that “our political 
problems are nothing but our… moral problems writ larger.”153 Such black and white simplicity 
led many religious conservatives to conclude that the nation’s domestic and international 
economic, military, and political decline represented merely the visible manifestations of much 
deeper spiritual problems. Once again, Jerry Falwell epitomized this view when he asserted that 
“we have seen that moral decay always precedes political turmoil, economic instability, and 
military weakness in a country.”154  
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America’s Divine Punishment, Divine Mission, and Divinely Chosen Saviors 
 
The religious conservatives of the NRR put their own uniquely religious spin on this 
growing tendency for people in the United States to conflate international and domestic issues 
described earlier in the chapter. For example, many in the NRR not only saw the root cause of 
America’s looming fall as originating with the country’s turn away from its moral heritage and 
spiritual traditions toward dangerous attitudes of moral relativism and glorification of sinful 
“alternative lifestyles,” but some even suggested that America’s decline might be some form of 
divine retribution. As the Reverend Peter Marshall wrote, “It would seem that God’s 
Controversy with America has begun in earnest.”155         
Those in the NRR believed that too many people in the United States had turned their 
backs on God and now He had brought down His wrath upon the country. Therefore, John 
Eidsmoe – a conservative evangelical preacher, author, and legal scholar at Oral Roberts 
University – concluded that “this political and economic decline is… the result of God’s 
judgment.”156 God had done the same with His ancient chosen people of Israel. Charles Stanley 
explained that “when Israel was too independent or selfish, God punished them. What will He 
do with America?”157 Some religious conservatives even suggested that the Almighty had 
strengthened the Soviet Union in order to humble the United States. Jerram Barrs emphasized 
this idea when he explained that “it is true that God does use wicked governments to advance 
his purposes in the world and to punish rebellion against himself.”158 As Edgar Bundy pointed 
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out, God had previously used a “heathen, godless world empire by the name of Babylonia the 
Great and [brought] it into the land of Israel to attack their cities” when ancient Israel turned 
away from Him in sinful disobedience. Thus many religious conservatives like Bundy began to 
ponder: “Is history repeating itself? Is God preparing another great world power… to be the 
instrument of judgment upon the United States?”159 
One might wonder why God would act so severely with the United States when so many 
other nations in the world had turned their backs on Him much earlier and ignored His 
commandments for so much longer. In response to this question Charles Stanley suggested that, 
just as He had done with ancient Israel, God expected more from America than from those other 
nations. He explained that “no Nation on earth has experienced the blessing of God’s grace as 
has America. Yet with blessing comes responsibility; with responsibility comes accountability.” 
Immediately following this thought, Stanley anticipated the next question: “Why has God been 
so good to America?” And his answer reflected a belief that many in the NRR shared: “God has a 
special mission for America… God led in the founding of this nation in order for America to be an 
example to the world.”160 Jesse Helms echoed this sentiment, concluding that the United States 
would suffer under “the judgment that is surely and deservedly to come upon us,” because God 
had a plan for the country, but by turning away from its moral and spiritual heritage the nation 
had disrupted those divine plans and had suffered a terrible decline as a result.161   
 However, not every religious conservative agreed with the view that God had 
specifically chosen the United States for a divine mission. For example, Tim LaHaye pointed to 
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the lack of “scriptural evidence for such an idea,” emphasizing that if God had elected America 
for a special divine purpose, He would not have kept it a secret. “It seems incredible that a 
nation so prominent in the last days would not be mentioned somewhere by the prophets.”162 
Although they differed on this specific point of America’s divine mission, they did seem to agree 
that the United States had received a disproportionately high amount of divine assistance 
throughout its history. 
 Again, the various spokesmen within the NRR found different things to highlight in order 
to explain why America had received so much help from God. Jerry Falwell articulated three 
specific reasons why the United States had been so blessed.163 He explained that, “God has 
blessed America because America has blessed the Jew,”164 and because “our great nation was 
founded by godly men upon godly principles to be a Christian nation,”165 and lastly because “we 
are the only logical launching pad for world evangelization.”166 Most other leaders in the NRR 
seemed to agree with Falwell’s three points, including Tim LaHaye. However, LaHaye also added 
a fourth reason behind God’s blessings upon the nation: its mercy and kindness toward weaker 
nations. “God has blessed the United States… because she has been compassionate.”167 
 In fact the various spokespeople of the NRR seemed to agree that, at least up until the 
last few decades, the United States had adhered so closely to God’s will that nothing bad in the 
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world had originated in America. They asserted that all the evil in the world – especially the 
godless philosophies secular humanism, communism, and atheism that currently threatened the 
nation and the world – had not originated in the good and noble United States. Instead these 
un-American evils had ruthlessly foisted themselves upon God’s chosen country from abroad, 
infecting its citizenry with dangerous foreign ideas and causing many formerly good Americans 
to turn away from their spiritual roots. Tim LaHaye epitomized this view when he asserted that 
“after conquering Europe’s colleges and universities, [humanism] spread to America, where it 
has developed a stranglehold on all public education.”168    
 Many of these religious conservatives highlighted the key role religion had played in the 
United States since its founding by juxtaposing the triumph of religious values in the American 
Revolution with the godlessness, anarchy, and ultimate failure of the French Revolution.169 The 
nation’s righteous character helped to explain why all of the “anti-God” philosophies and 
advancements in human understanding that discredited God and the Bible came from outside of 
the United States. Various spokespeople of the NRR enumerated the many examples of what 
Tim LaHaye called these foreign and un-American “intellectual evils which produced religious 
apostasy.”170 The list included such beliefs as the Enlightenment, French skepticism, Darwinism, 
the higher criticism of the Bible, theological liberalism, German rationalism, Nietzscheism, 
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Freudian psychology, Liberalism, Marxism, Socialism, Bolshevism, Einstein’s Theory of Relativity, 
Fascism, and Nazism.171 
 Many in the NRR argued that until recently the righteous United States had fought 
against these evil foreign ideas. America had nobly fought against and defeated the dangerous 
Nazi regime. Then after that great victory, the United States had bravely confronted the next 
great evil to threaten the world: godless communism. God had blessed the nation so that it 
could stand up against these great evils which threatened to overtake the world. The United 
States had sufficient power to undertake such great tasks because of its spiritual and moral 
strength, which brought with it God’s blessing and power to help the country in its fight against 
evil. Falwell summed up this notion, which connected the outward strength of the country to its 
inner righteousness, in the simple statement, “America has been great because she has been 
good.” 172 
 Yet it seemed to these religious conservatives that the country had lost that blessing 
because its goodness had faded. Many religious conservatives like Charles Stanley began to 
wonder: “Has God abandoned this Nation? Has God lifted his hand of grace and providential 
loving care from us?”173 However, a small glimmer of hope still remained, at least in the minds 
of some among the NRR like James Robison, who argued that it might not “be too late to save 
                                                          
171
 Ibid.; LaHaye, Faith of our Founding Fathers, 16-18, 23; Robertson, Americas Dates with Destiny, 181; 
Robertson, The Secret Kingdom, 28, 31-32; Robertson, The New Millennium, 11, 56; Walton, Biblical 
Solutions to Contemporary Problems, 297; Bundy, How Liberals and Radicals Are Manipulating 
Evangelicals, 1; Helms, 26-30; Schaeffer, The Great Evangelical Disaster, 33-35; Stanley, 9; Pierard, 25; 
Inboden, 82. 
172
 Jerry Falwell quoted in Lienesch, 200; See also Falwell, America Can Be Saved, 22; Falwell, Listen, 
America!, 24; LaHaye, Battle for the Mind, 35-36, 169; LaHaye, The Coming Peace in the Middle East, 14, 
163-164; Walton, Biblical Solutions to Contemporary Problems, 87, 297; Schaeffer, The Great Evangelical 
Disaster, 35; Marshall, 256; Helms, 113; Pierard, 113. 
173
 Stanley, 12-13; see also Stanley, 61, 71-72; Helms, 12; 113; Marshall, 355; Boyer, 203; Lienesch, 155. 
107 
 
 
America from the destruction toward which it is plunging.”174 Along these lines, Charles Stanley 
admonished the nation to “Stand up, America! It’s not too late to save our republic.”175 And Tim 
LaHaye echoed this notion, asserting that, “there is hope for America. As long as life persists, 
under God we can hope. But that hope will never come to fruition if we continue to violate the 
moral laws of God.”176 To emphasize this point, Jerry Falwell even wrote an entire book entitled 
America Can Be Saved.177  
 The spokespeople of the NRR who believed that the nation could still reverse course and 
right itself emphasized two main points as the source of their hope. First of all, they emphasized 
that not everyone in the United States had adopted the wickedness and moral depravity that 
had caused the national decline in the first place. As a matter of fact, Tim LaHaye argued, “the 
majority of Americans were not really that immoral by nature, but were being led down the 
path of moral degeneracy” by what James Robison called “the dictatorship of a small, vociferous 
minority.”178  
These religious conservatives referred to various polls and surveys of Americans 
showing that the vast majority of people in the United States still believed in God, still attended 
church, and still shared the basic moral and spiritual foundation upon which America had been 
founded.179 For example, a 1976 Gallup poll found that – despite the cultural upheaval of the 
late 1960s and early 1970s – 94% of Americans still believed in God. That same year Gallup 
discovered that even 89% of college students asserted their continued belief in a supreme 
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being.180 In addition, a 1974 Gallup Poll found that 62% of Americans still believed that religion 
could answer most or all of the nation’s current problems.181 And in the same poll Gallup noted 
that a total of 66% of Americans still felt a high level of confidence in churches and in organized 
religion generally.182 
It seemed that the majority of Americans had not turned against God. Most of the 
people in the United States, according to many in the NRR, still adhered to good moral values. 
Religious conservatives instead emphasized that the nation’s problems had come from the fact 
that a small minority of atheists and “secularizers” had hijacked the country. In order to 
emphasize this point, Falwell named his organization Moral Majority.183 In explaining his choice 
of names he stated that “we do not believe that individuals or organizations that disagree with 
Moral Majority, Inc., belong to an immoral minority. However, we do feel that our position 
represents a consensus of the majority of Americans.”184  
If members of the NRR felt that a godless minority had hijacked the country, leading it 
toward destruction, then one could easily guess what they proposed as a solution to this 
problem. Spokespeople for the NRR like Fawell asserted that the “majority of moral Americans 
who still love those things for which this country stands”185 needed, as Tim LaHaye put it, to 
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“wrest control of this nation from the hands of the secularizers and place it back into the hands 
of those who founded this nation, citizens who had a personal and abiding faith in the God of 
the Bible.”186  
The momentous and audacious task of saving America might appear somewhat 
daunting to those of little faith. Yet many religious conservatives felt assured that they would 
not have to do it alone; they had God on their side. This confidence in divine assistance 
highlights the second reason why many within the NRR like Falwell hoped that they “could bring 
[America] back from the brink of disaster.”187 With God’s help they assured one another that 
they could accomplish anything.  Senator Helms emphasized this sentiment, asserting that “God 
has given us ample means and abundant grace to use in our work of restoring the rule of His law 
to our demoralized country.”188 Charles Stanley echoed this view and proclaimed his fervent 
belief that just “a handful plus God could turn America around.”189 Falwell explained that once 
the country started making this adjustment, and began to “turn back to Him as individuals and 
as a nation,” then “God [would] again bless us.”190 Thus many in the NRR like James Robison 
urged believers to “make yourself available to God to help save America.”191 
The spokespeople of the NRR pointed to various Biblical examples as evidence that God 
had often intervened in affairs of men and nations, to both punish wickedness and to reward 
righteousness. Many in the NRR believed that the Almighty continued to take an active role in 
the lives of both men and nations, such as in the cases of the newly formed State of Israel and 
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the United States. This belief in God’s active involvement in personal, national, and global 
affairs, shared by most within the ranks of the NRR, helps to explain their reasons for getting 
involved in political activity generally, and in issues regarding foreign policy specifically. Their 
motivation centered on what Jerry Falwell called God’s divine “plan for America.”192  
Basically, in their worldview of a cosmic battle against evil, the United States 
represented God’s chosen instrument. Hearkening back to the earliest years of American 
colonization, Reverend Peter Marshall explained that ever since the first Puritans had landed on 
this continent God had entered “into covenant with us” and “called the people of this country to 
be ‘a city set on a hill.’”193 If America faltered in this mission, one could only speculate what 
might happen to the rest of the world and to mankind as a whole. Thus their fight became much 
more than merely isolated attempts to stop legalized abortions or the spread of pornography – 
although each of those individual campaigns represented important battles in a much larger 
war. Yet in their broad view of things this fight represented a great struggle that James Robison 
described as a fight “to save America, and ultimately the world.”194 
 Many within the NRR believed that God wanted to redeem the United States and return 
it to its former position of power in order to accomplish His divine aims. Therefore, they 
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believed that the Almighty had not yet given up on the United States.195 Yet God needed 
righteous men and women to step up and help Him restore the nation’s moral rectitude. In 
order to accomplish this goal, James Eidsmoe explained, “God is calling upon believers today to 
lead the spiritual awakening that can overcome that moral lapse.” These chosen individuals 
would work with the Almighty in “preserving their nation from divine judgment.”196  
For many of these religious conservatives, it seemed miraculous that so many things had 
happened to bring about the rise of the NRR movement as a whole. Many became convinced 
that God had prepared them and cleared the way so that members of the NRR could come 
together and serve as God’s instrument to redeem America and save the world. As Harold 
Lindsell, the editor-in-chief of Christianity Today, explained, “Behind the scenes of the workings 
of men there is the finger of God… working to bring about that which is in accord with His Divine 
plan.”197 
 This sense that God guided and blessed the efforts of these religious conservatives 
played a major role in their sense of mission and divine purpose. Many became convinced that 
God had prepared the way for them to act as His messengers. Men like Jerry Falwell and Pat 
Robertson testified that the hand of God had guided their decisions as they pieced together 
their ministries, erected religious universities, stepped into political controversies, and 
eventually created vast media empires through which their voices could reach tens of millions of 
people. They each claimed that through divine intervention God had helped them each step of 
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the way and had guided their efforts so that when the time came, they were in a position to 
make the most impact for good.198  
Many others in the NRR also attested to similar supernatural assistance relating to their 
experiences and achievements. For example, James Robison claimed that “God has not given us 
spiritual gifts in order to flatter us… He has made these provisions for us to equip us for the 
‘work of the ministry.’”199 It seemed that God had been behind the entire movement from the 
beginning, laying the groundwork and preparing His messengers. Thus they began to see all of 
their talents and achievements as divine tools to help God and save America. Robison and many 
others remained convinced that the Almighty had not given up on the United States or its divine 
mission; asserting that “America will be saved. God will see to that.”200    
 The foregoing analysis demonstrates that one must understand the views of those in the 
NRR regarding an actively engaged Deity who had singled out the United States for a divine 
mission in a bipolar global struggle between good and evil in order to comprehend their 
attitudes and frustrations relating to American foreign policy. Many in the NRR felt that God had 
punished the United States for its flirtation with moral relativism and for turning its back on its 
Christian heritage and the important role it would play in God’s plan. These religious 
conservatives agreed that the country had become a cesspool of hedonism, decadence, 
tolerance toward sin, which had led to a rise in divorce, attacks against religion, welfarism, 
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lawlessness, and anarchy; and America’s decline had come as a result of God’s judgment. 
Furthermore, they asserted that America’s external battle against communism had suffered as a 
result of this internal rot.  
Those in the NRR sensed that the domestic attitudes of tolerance, multiculturalism, and 
accommodation had leaked over into the nation’s foreign policy, infecting it with attitudes of 
“peaceful coexistence,” the “Vietnam Syndrome,” appeasement, and cowardice in the face of 
Soviet intimidation. By treating the dual problems of internal chaos and external decline as two 
symptoms of a deeper and singular malady – namely spiritual disintegration and moral 
corruption – the NRR manifested its heavy reliance upon a bipolar worldview – one that 
emphasized an all encompassing cosmic battle between good and evil. Thus they saw their 
seemingly disconnected struggles against abortion, pornography, Détente, “secular humanism,” 
and feminism as a single interconnected war against the combined forces of evil. 
Yet in this cosmic battle against evil, these religious conservatives had an ace in the 
hole: divine assistance. Just as they believed that God had punished the United States for its 
spiritual decline, the spokespersons of the NRR also asserted that God would help to bring it 
back from the precipice and restore the nation to its former glory. They often asserted that in 
His effort to accomplish this goal of helping the United States to regain its position of power, the 
Almighty had intervened, lifted up the religious conservatives, and organized them into a 
powerful political movement. God had done all of this, they argued, as part of His divine plan for 
the United States; so that the country could again return to its divinely appointed position as the 
most powerful nation in the world and more importantly as a dominant counterweight to the 
evil Soviet communists.   
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Those in the NRR hardly represented the only group concerned about the general 
decline of the United States in the world. In this effort to save the country and the world, it 
would be imprudent to ignore these other potential allies. For all they knew, God may have also 
prepared others in order to help in this great effort. Thus many religious conservatives found 
various opportunities to join with other like-minded conservatives – even non-religious groups 
whose worldview differed greatly from their own – in order to save America. They found much 
in common, especially in terms of foreign policy concerns and recommendations. Thus the next 
chapter will analyze the specific foreign policy ideas that members of the NRR advocated and 
how they often found common cause with the broader conservative movement through issues 
related to their shared foreign policy concerns. 
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Chapter 3  
God, Nukes, and Rebuilding the Righteous Superpower 
The New Religious Right and the Reagan Revolution 
 
In 1983 President Ronald Reagan delivered a speech that dramatically resurrected a key 
element of Cold War imagery from the earlier years of the struggle against communism when he 
referred to the Soviet Union as the “evil empire.” In this speech the President urged the people 
of the United States not “to ignore the facts of history and the aggressive impulses of an evil 
empire… and thereby remove yourself from the struggle between right and wrong and good and 
evil.” The fact that President Reagan gave this “evil empire” speech at a meeting of the National 
Evangelical Association (NAE) before an audience filled with people associated with the New 
Religious Right (NRR) did not happen by mere coincidence. These members of the NRR had 
become a key constituency within the conservative coalition that had helped elect Reagan in 
1980. By invoking this type of religious language and imagery in describing America’s communist 
enemy, the President signaled his agreement and like-mindedness – at least on certain foreign 
policy issues – with those in the NRR.1  
President Reagan’s staunchly anticommunist worldview had emerged out of the 
cauldron of the early Cold War years. This period had occurred during Reagan’s formative years 
and his political views and opinions had been shaped and to some extent solidified during this 
early Cold War era; not unlike many within the Religious Right. Reagan had even worked side-
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by-side with members of the Religious Right in fighting against communism during this early 
Cold War period when he narrated anti-communist films for the Church League of America.2  
Like those in the NRR, Reagan stood appalled and perplexed by the nation’s retreat 
away from the more aggressive foreign policy stances that the United States had previously 
taken against Soviet communism during the early years of the Cold War. Reagan’s rhetoric and 
his shift away from policies of peaceful coexistence and détente toward policies that 
emphasized the need to return to tougher foreign policy positions like that of containment. The 
President even called for a concerted effort to “roll back” communist expansion around the 
world. Such attempts to return to the “good old days” of the early Cold War when the country 
seemed to take the Soviet threat seriously coincided nicely with the views of those in the NRR. 
Thus to most religious conservatives President Reagan became their white knight and the man 
whom they hoped would champion their many causes. Nowhere did this sense of overlap 
between Reagan’s worldview and that of the NRR manifest itself more than in regards to issues 
of national security and foreign policy.3 
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One might ask what, if any, role the worldview of the New Religious Right actually 
played in the formation and implementation of foreign policy within the larger conservative 
coalition that coalesced during the Presidency of Ronald Reagan. As conservatives, members of 
the NRR shared many things in common with the conservative coalition that emerged during 
this period. The people within the NRR along with those conservative groups that made up the 
larger coalition saw it as being in their best interests to strengthen their political bonds and 
work together in order to “fix” the country. Granted, such an effort remained easier said than 
done, but as a result of this recognition of a need for strength through unity the various groups 
within the conservative coalition found ways to emphasize their commonly shared beliefs and 
downplay those issues that might cause tension within their ranks.  
Concerns about the United States’ declining role in the world and other international 
concerns often provided a much needed opportunity for unity between the religious 
conservatives and other conservative groups because of their general agreement regarding 
many foreign policy issues. Those in the NRR may not have seen America’s role in the world in 
exactly the same way as the rest of the conservative coalition, but ultimately religious 
conservatives agreed with the basic foreign policy prescriptions of the broader conservative 
movement in general, and especially with its principle figure, President Reagan, in particular. 
Along with Reagan, the neoconservatives, and other groups within the conservative coalition of 
the 1980s, the NRR advocated rebuilding the nation’s military and strengthening America’s 
defenses. The conservative coalition that emerged at this time – which included many religious 
conservatives – also took issue with: the “nuclear freeze” movement, the national “loss of will,” 
the failed policies of détente, the giving away of the Panama Canal, Carter’s emphasis on human 
rights, America’s involvement with the United Nations in general, and the “blame-America-first” 
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attitude that, they believed, had grown throughout the nation and the world. In place of these 
things, the newly emerged conservative coalition – and those in the NRR specifically – advocated 
the need for a renewed sense of patriotism and a heightened emphasis on America’s special 
role in the world, which some have labeled “American exceptionalism.” Along with these shared 
foreign policy beliefs most of these conservatives shared some version of the Manichean 
worldview that many religious conservatives held, although not all of them necessarily agreed 
with the NRR’s emphasis on an all encompassing cosmic battle between good and evil.  
Just as with their advocacy of a bipolar worldview, in their views of other specific foreign 
policy positions the members of the NRR put their own religious spin on things. Nevertheless, 
those in the NRR and the rest of the conservative coalition found enough that they shared in 
common relating to these specific foreign policy issues to allow them to put aside their 
differences and work together to rebuild the prestige, power, and reputation of the United 
States in the world.  
It also helped to have someone like President Reagan at the head of this conservative 
alliance. His ability to communicate sweeping ideas without getting bogged down in the gritty 
details and real-world intricacy of such matters proved to be of critical importance. Reagan had 
the unique ability to be everything to everyone within the conservative coalition. As the author 
and biographer Robert Timberg has explained, Ronald Reagan “was anyone you wanted him to 
be… a vessel into which others contributed both their own expectations of him and many of the 
ingredients that defined his presidency.”4 This phenomenon helped each group within the 
conservative coalition to take what they needed from Reagan and to reshape his words, actions, 
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and policies in order to make them accord nicely with their own hopes and perceptions of 
where they fit in relation to the coalition and to the President himself.5    
 
The Shared Views of the NRR and the Conservative Coalition 
 
Although the members of the NRR found a lot of common ground with Reagan and the 
broader conservative coalition regarding matters of foreign policy and national security, the 
overlap of agreement did not end there. Most in the NRR agreed wholeheartedly with much of 
the conservative agenda, especially regarding moral and social issues. The prominent 
conservative evangelical preacher and founder of the Christian Crusade, Reverend Billy James 
Hargis, even equated conservatism to the cause of God and righteousness when he asserted 
that “Christ is at the heart of the Conservative cause. We conservatives are fighting for God and 
Country.”6  
Obviously those in the NRR would agree with the conservative coalition’s efforts to end 
legalized abortions, suppress pornography, reestablish school prayer, and restrict gay rights. 
However, most religious conservatives also applauded Reagan’s stances on social and economic 
issues as well. Many in the NRR consistently agreed with the President and other conservatives 
in their proposed programs of tax reform, deregulation, cut-backs in welfare and other 
government sponsored social safety-net programs, as well as the conservative calls for tougher 
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stances against crime and criminals. Once again, these areas of common agreement helped to 
smooth over specific instances of discord between the NRR and the broader conservative 
coalition.7 
Nevertheless, the push from the leaders of the NRR to make common cause with the 
conservative coalition was not a one way street. Primarily as a result of the large numbers of 
people within the ranks of the NRR who could help swing elections in their favor, more secular-
minded conservatives made concerted efforts to pull religious conservatives into their 
movement and solidify the political alliance with them. President Reagan worked as hard as 
anyone to bring the religious conservatives into the “big tent” of the conservative movement. 
The President made various statements about his religious beliefs that appealed directly to 
members of the NRR. During a speech in 1981 Reagan talked about the need for the United 
States to return to an emphasis on its rich religious tradition and heritage as it had done during 
the early years of the Cold War: “It is time for the world to know our intellectual and spiritual 
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values are rooted in the source of all strength, a belief in a Supreme Being, and a law higher 
than our own.”8 
Reagan considered himself to have much in common with the religious conservatives. 
He spoke openly of his belief in God, prayer, and his experience of being “born again.” In his 
own words, President Reagan recounted his many religious experiences: “I can’t remember a 
time in my life when I didn’t call upon God and hopefully thank Him… And yes, in my own 
experience there came a time when there developed a new relationship with God… So, yes, I 
have had the experience… described as ‘born again’.”9 Reagan also shared the belief that many 
in the NRR held regarding God’s intervention into the lives and activities of men and nations. He 
even claimed to have been “spared by the Lord for some purpose.”10 In this way Reagan felt the 
hand of God guiding him, just as many within the NRR also sensed that they, too, had been 
chosen and set aside by the Almighty as an instrument to help save America and the world.11 
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In policy matters as well as personal religious views, Reagan also emphasized the areas 
in which he and those in the NRR agreed. For example, in his speech to the National Association 
of Evangelicals (NAE) in 1983, President Reagan deliberately highlighted those views and 
opinions that he shared with the religious conservatives in the audience. The President spoke 
disparagingly about “modern-day secularism,” which had discarded “the tried and time-tested 
values upon which our very civilization is based” and had attempted to “water down traditional 
values and even abrogate the original terms of American democracy.” Sounding like a 
spokesperson for the NRR, Reagan went on to assert that this new and pernicious philosophy 
had caused an “increase in illegitimate births and abortions,” the removal of “prayer in public 
schools,” and “a wall of hostility between government and the concept of religious belief itself.” 
He then described how issues like these had opened the door for further “intrusion in [the] 
family by… Washington-based bureaucrats and social engineers.”12  
In the same speech Reagan also emphasized the beliefs that he shared with those in the 
NRR regarding issues of foreign policy and national security. In a statement that highlighted a 
commonly held belief among many in the NRR Reagan asserted his belief regarding the nature 
of the Cold War and what the nation needed to do in order to rebuild its strength and defeat 
communism. “While America's military strength is important… I've always maintained that the 
struggle now going on for the world will never be decided by bombs or rockets, by armies or 
military might.” Such thinking had not originated with Reagan or the NRR. Many political and 
spiritual leaders had asserted such notions during the early years of the Cold War.13 Employing 
the same words that most in the NRR probably would have uttered themselves if they had been 
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speaking in his place, Reagan then summarized what he saw as the heart of the problem that 
had plagued the United States for the last two decades: “The real crisis we face today is a 
spiritual one; at root, it is a test of moral will and faith.”14  
In another part of his speech the President spoke of a “vocal minority” of “secular 
humanists” and other perceived enemies of righteousness. Repeating the same phrases and 
ideas so often invoked by spokespeople of the NRR, Reagan commented that “their voices are 
louder than ours, but they are not yet a majority.” As religious conservatives often did, the 
President reminded his audience that America had been founded as a religious nation: “The 
Declaration of Independence mentions the Supreme Being no less than four times. ‘In God We 
Trust’ is engraved on our coinage.” In closing he emphasized that “America is in the midst of a 
spiritual awakening and a moral renewal,” but much still needed to be done in order to return 
the country to a sound moral footing and reverse the spiritual decline. The President saw this as 
a very positive thing because of his belief that “freedom prospers when religion is vibrant and 
the rule of law under God is acknowledged.”15 Throughout his speeches and other comments 
President Reagan deliberately emphasized his shared beliefs and views with those religious 
conservatives that had become such an important part of the conservative coalition.  
President Reagan and many other conservatives also shared the same Manichean or 
“bipolar” views regarding both human nature and the Cold War as those held by members of 
the NRR.16 The vast majority of conservatives – both those in the NRR and the rest of the 
conservative coalition – tended to see human nature as deeply flawed, corrupt, and selfish. 
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Whether one attributed this negative view of mankind to the biblical doctrine of Adam and Eve’s 
fall from grace and the power of Satan in the world or to less religiously based ideas that 
emphasized the greediness, selfishness, and laziness inherent in human nature mattered less 
than the general conservative agreement about the flawed nature of human beings.  
During this period of the late 1970s and 1980s conservatives placed a particularly high 
emphasis on these shared views regarding the inherent flaws in human nature and its relation 
to their bipolar worldview. After decades of what they saw as failed social experiments such as 
food stamps, government welfare, Medicaid, and affirmative action, conservatives began to 
emphasize the futility in such efforts. In the eyes of many conservatives, including Reagan and 
those in the NRR, these seemed like attempts to change human nature or to ignore it 
altogether. Therefore most conservatives had become deeply frustrated with “liberal” 
explanations of poverty and crime that focused on environmental factors, social conditioning, 
and other labels that deflected attention away from the inherent flaws in human nature itself. 
Thus many conservatives increasingly saw these theories as merely excusing laziness, coddling 
criminals, and ignoring the realities of the human condition. 17  
The words of the prominent author, preacher, and conservative spokesperson in the 
NRR, Francis Schaeffer, epitomized this type of attitude. He started by ridiculing one group for 
believing in such things. “The ESA [Evangelicals for Social Action] is saying that ‘unjust social 
structures’ and in particular ‘the maldistribution of wealth’ are the real causes of evil in the 
world. According to ESA it is these things (e.g., unjust social structures/maldistribution of 
wealth) which cause ‘crime, abortion, lack of prayer, secular humanism, etc.’” Schaeffer then 
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refutes such ideas as “foolish… on a factual level” because, according to his analysis, “there is 
crime at all levels of society irrespective of wealth; abortion is supported most strongly by the 
wealthy. And does ESA really believe that changing economic structures would solve the 
problem of ‘lack of prayer’?” Yet Schaeffer did not stop there. Instead he emphasized the 
deeper problem with this sort of reasoning. According to his understanding the heart of the 
problem rested with the flawed “Enlightenment idea of the perfectibility of man if only the 
cultural and economic chains are removed.” Such a view, according to Schaeffer and many 
conservatives, rested on an erroneous assumption because it ignored the fallen state of human 
nature. “The basic problem is that of the fall and sin and the heart of man. The basic problem is 
much deeper than social structures.”18 
Such views help to explain conservatives’ general disdain for social programs like those 
described above and other social safety-net programs, as well as their tough stances against 
crime and advocacy of harsh punishment for criminal behavior. Most conservatives had little 
faith in the effectiveness of social programs, and they tended to feel that such futile efforts did 
not get at the heart of the problem: human nature. Such social experiments failed because they 
attempted to treat the symptoms of the flawed human condition rather than the root cause. 
Even worse, conservatives argued, such social programs reinforced the problem because they 
simply rewarded bad behavior and exacerbated problems such as laziness and selfishness. 
Similarly, most conservatives felt that weak law enforcement policies coddled criminals. They 
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scoffed at the naive belief that there were no “bad” people, only “good” people who had made 
bad choices.19  
This emphasis on the inherently flawed nature of the human condition connected 
closely to the bipolar view that many conservatives shared with those in the NRR. Many on the 
political right tended to see many things in either-or terms. In a nationally televised speech in 
1964, before he became President, Reagan voiced his preference for such simplicity: “they say 
the world has become too complex for simple answers. They are wrong. There are no easy 
answers, but there are simple answers.”20  
Accordingly, many conservatives shared Reagan’s preference for simplicity and tended 
to use dualistic language when describing people. Individuals were good or bad, lazy or hard-
working, successful or poor, and their behavior reflected an outward manifestation of their 
inner nature. That inner self would not simply change because of some well-intentioned social 
program or a light prison sentence. When looked at from this point of view, references to social, 
environmental, genetic, and other factors, as well as talk of “grey areas” and “mitigating 
circumstances” merely added unnecessary and confusing layers of complexity to simple and 
straightforward problems. As the prominent religious conservative, author, and founding 
member of the Christian Coalition on Revival, Rus Walton, wrote, “the evil vine brings forth evil 
fruit.”21 Or stated another way: bad people do bad things. From this perspective, no amount of 
food stamps and subsidized housing would make a poor person become successful or make a 
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lazy person become hard-working. Nor could a light slap on the wrists and a few sessions of 
psychiatric counseling turn a criminal into a productive citizen.22  
Admittedly, such sweeping generalizations oversimplify the views of many 
conservatives. Not everyone on the political right had such a stark black-and-white view of each 
of the issues mentioned above. However, such simplicity helps to convey the core beliefs 
underlying many conservative ideas and policies. Presenting these ideas in this way also 
provides a clearer understanding of how the conservative view of human nature connected to 
their bipolar worldview.  
This conservative tendency to see the world in simplistic bipolar terms, coupled with 
their emphasis on the flawed nature of the human condition, also had a major impact on how 
many conservatives – both those within the NRR and those in the larger conservative movement 
– saw the Cold War and American foreign policy. Just as many conservatives tended to cast 
individuals into either-or categories, they also did this with entire nations. Thus “good” nations, 
like the United States and its allies, had an obligation and duty to fight against the “bad” nations 
like the Soviet Union and its allies. This inherent conflict in global affairs that conservatives 
emphasized represented an extension of their views of the deep flaws in human nature itself. 
The Catholic scholar and conservative political commentator George Weigel explained this 
connection between human nature and the ever-present global struggle: “Because of the 
abiding reality of sin, conflict is constant in world affairs.”23   
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It seemed to most conservatives of the 1970s and 1980s that early on in the Cold War 
the United States correctly recognized and adopted this bipolar model in international affairs. In 
1947 President Truman declared that “at the present moment in world history nearly every 
nation must choose between alternative ways of life.” Truman then juxtaposed the two options 
available to each nation around the globe: “One way of life is based upon the will of the 
majority, and is distinguished by free institutions… and freedom from political oppression… The 
second way of life is based upon the will of a minority forcibly imposed upon the majority.” As a 
result of this forced choice between freedom and oppression, the President had concluded his 
speech with what came to be known as the Truman Doctrine. This policy advocated the 
containment of communism and committed the United States to come to the aid of any nation 
or group of people throughout the world who might be threatened with a communist take-over. 
“It must be the policy of the United States to support free peoples who are resisting attempted 
subjugation by armed minorities or by outside pressures.”24 The Truman Doctrine and its 
accompanying policy of “containment,” separated the good nations from the bad ones and 
pledged the might of the United States to fight against and hold back the scourge of 
communism around the globe.  
Conservatives generally agreed with this either-or model of thinking when it came to 
foreign policy, especially during the Cold War. Recognizing and containing the dangerous 
disease of communism from spreading throughout the world would protect the United States. 
Daniel Patrick Moynihan, an ambassador to the United Nations, a political commentator 
associated with the early neoconservative movement, and a United States Senator, manifested 
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a similar dualistic mentality when he explained that “Democracy in one country was not enough, 
simply because it would not last.”25 Moynihan’s words suggest a bipolar worldview based on the 
idea that communism and democracy simply could not peacefully coexist together; one would 
inevitable destroy the other. George Weigel agreed and highlighted the bipolar nature of the 
struggle when he wrote that “Christianity and Marxism… are essentially incompatible.”26 Harold 
Lindsell, the editor-in-chief of Christianity Today, emphasized that communism and capitalism 
represented “two opposing economic systems… engaged in a life and death struggle for 
supremacy.”27 According to this bipolar view, these two ideologies could not coexist because if 
one expanded, the other retreated. Therefore, the United States had to fight against, contain, 
and ultimately destroy the communist threat or it would eventually allow itself to be 
destroyed.28  
President Reagan also showed this tendency toward a simple bipolar worldview in 
several instances when he spoke or wrote about American foreign policy. For example, when 
talking about the advance of communism in Central America, he argued that the United States 
had only two options in the matter: “Either we help our friends or we help the Soviet Union and 
Cuba.”29 In a similar example relating to the same issues of foreign policy, Reagan wrote in his 
diary that “whenever Congress votes on issues about Cuba and the Soviets, they always come 
down on the wrong side.”30 Here his words suggest that in his mind, only two sides existed – at 
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least in matters of foreign policy. Thus in Reagan’s bipolar view, by disagreeing with his policies 
Congress automatically came down on the only other side – that of the enemy.31 
One can quite easily find other examples of this type of bipolar thinking among other 
leaders within the conservative movement. One of the best examples came from President 
George W. Bush just after the terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001. In a speech just weeks 
after the attacks in New York and Washington D.C., President Bush put the entire world on 
notice. He warned that “every nation in every region now has a decision to make: Either you are 
with us or you are with the terrorists.”32 This either-or position left no room for any middle 
ground. In the President’s mind, a view shared by many other conservatives before and since, 
one either fought against the bad guys or one supported them.  
Such bipolar views coincided nicely with those commonly found among members of the 
NRR. The NRR spokesperson, author, theologian, and preacher Francis Schaeffer exemplified this 
type of thinking when he described the ongoing political and spiritual struggle as “a life and 
death conflict between the spiritual hosts of wickedness and those who claim the name of 
Christ.”33 Even the Bible seemed to reinforce the necessity for this emphasis on bipolarity. In the 
Book of Matthew Jesus was recorded as saying “He that is not with Me is against Me.”34     
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Détente, Defense, and other Betrayals 
 
By the 1970s the United States had replaced its tough anti-communism policy of 
containment with a policy of détente and peaceful coexistence. The early bipolar Cold War 
model of freedom versus communism had broken down, and this disturbed many conservatives. 
The world no longer fit into the nice neat categories of good and evil. The recent friendship 
between the United States and Communist China had further exacerbated the frustration of 
many conservatives longing for a return to the bipolarity of the early Cold War. Suddenly the 
United States, which had once proclaimed itself as the defender of freedom against communist 
aggression, now saw its President sitting down and meeting with the communist leaders in the 
People’s Republic of China.35  
Just as the social progressives had muddied the waters regarding America’s domestic 
social policy by trying to make poverty, crime, gender, and racial issues seem more complicated 
than most conservatives believed they really were, so, too, had the country become distracted 
from its fight against the evil communists because of the growing complexity over issues relating 
to China, Vietnam, and détente. Such complexity undermined the simple good-versus-evil 
dichotomy that had previously characterized the nature of the Cold War. Now that the United 
States had communist friends in Beijing many people in the United States seemed to soften 
their views regarding the dangers of communism. In 1977 President Jimmy Carter even 
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pronounced that “we are now free of that inordinate fear of communism.”36 The increasingly 
cordial relations between the United States and “Red” China did not fit into the conservative 
bipolar mold that had served them so well in the early years of the Cold War. But many 
conservatives, particularly those in the NRR, made a determined effort to return the country to 
the comforting simplicity of a bipolar worldview.37  
Probably the best example of this return to a bipolar worldview in American foreign 
policy came from President Reagan himself. As mentioned previously, Reagan resurrected early 
Cold War rhetoric by warning the country about the continued threat of communism in his 1983 
speech wherein he labeled the Soviet Union the “evil empire.”38 Such a phrase not only brought 
back the either-or model of good versus evil that had become so prevalent during the early 
years of the Cold War, but it also couched the fight in religious terms. The term “evil” had 
powerful spiritual connotations and thus blended political ideas and religious ideas in ways that 
resembled the earlier American political culture of the 1950s. 39 Reagan’s rhetoric also appealed 
to many in the NRR because his emphasis on the spiritual and religious aspect of the conflict 
with the Soviet Union reflected their own unique bipolar views as well. Rus Walton, for example, 
provided a clear parallel to that of Reagan’s view as having spiritual as well as military 
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implications. Emphasizing the religious aspect of the Cold War, Walton explained that “we must 
not forget that the over-arching battle is a spiritual battle against the forces of Satan.”40 
The fact that Reagan’s worldview had formed in the atmosphere of those early Cold War 
years helps to explain why he shared so many ideas with the members of the NRR, particularly 
their emphasis on the bipolar view of the Cold War. But Reagan also had his own unique reasons 
for his emphasis on simplicity and bipolarity. Reagan’s ability to whittle an idea down to its 
simplest form helped him to communicate well with the American public. While this ability 
could act as a strength, it could also hinder healthy debate because such over-simplification of 
complex ideas often led the President to ignore or gloss over important nuances and details. As 
his biographer, Richard Reeves, has explained Reagan “was capable of simplifying ideas to the 
point of dumbing-down the nation’s dialogue by brilliantly confusing fact and fiction… He was a 
man who did not give up on simple ideas just because he was told that things were not so 
simple.”41 Some have also pointed to Reagan’s lack of intellectual curiosity as another way of 
explaining his general lack of interest in details and his tendency to rely on a simplistic and 
bipolar worldview.42  
 Whatever caused Reagan to see the world in the way that he did, it certainly had a 
tremendous impact on his policies regarding the Cold War. Reagan and many other 
conservatives like him saw the root cause of most of the international strife in the world as 
emanating from Moscow. Reagan and his followers remained convinced that every leftist 
revolutionary or Marxist success had direct ties to the Soviet Union. In their minds communist 
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expansion represented a simple and foreign-imposed phenomenon that Soviet agents carefully 
implemented and guided through their puppets around the globe. Thus Reagan quickly 
discarded the failed policies of détente and any notion of peaceful coexistence. According to this 
bipolar model, the United States had to stand up to the Soviets by fighting the communists on 
every front around the globe.43    
 As part of their reassertion of this bipolar view of the Cold War, Reagan, those in the 
NRR, the neoconservatives, and members of the conservative coalition more generally put 
increased emphasis on the goodness of the United States and the vileness of the Soviet Union. 
This offered yet another example of the attempts by conservatives in general, and the NRR in 
particular, to turn back the clock and return to the “good old days” of the early Cold War period, 
when most people in the country generally agreed on the nobility of the United States and 
supported the fight against the evil Soviet communists. But times had changed. After the 
tragedy of Vietnam and the disillusionment of Watergate, as well as the social and cultural 
upheaval and division that pervaded the 1960s and 1970s, many people in the United States had 
lost faith in their country. Many had ceased to see the Cold War as a simple fight between the 
good Americans and their evil enemy. Instead, slogans like “better red than dead” and “baby-
killer” typified the new disillusionment that had taken root in the minds of many Americans.44  
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John Edismoe – a conservative evangelical preacher, author, and legal scholar at Oral 
Roberts University – identified this problem when he wrote that in America “patriotism is 
considered passé!”45 America’s ambassador to the United Nations, Daniel Patrick Moynihan, 
stated that “there is an element of guilt in our relations,” and he expressed concern that this 
had hampered the nation’s ability to act forthrightly in the world.46 Making a similar point, 
Norman Podhoretz, one of the original and most esteemed figures within the neoconservative 
movement, wrote in disgust that ever since Vietnam, “the moral character of the United States 
was being indicted and besmirched” and as a result the country was “being blamed for 
everything bad in the world.”47   
 Many on the political right took great issue with this declining faith in America and 
especially with those members of what conservatives began to refer to as the “blame-America-
first-crowd.” Those in the NRR, along with President Reagan, neoconservatives, and others 
within the growing conservative movement all decried this decline in patriotism in no uncertain 
terms. John Edismoe once again chimed in on the topic asserting that “God has placed 
patriotism in men’s hearts… The spirit of patriotism has enabled Americans to unite and struggle 
through every crisis in our nation’s history.”48 President Reagan made it a particularly central 
goal of his administration to reestablish a sense of pride and patriotism in the nation. In his 1980 
nomination acceptance speech Reagan spoke of the defeatist attitude mentioned above, 
pointing out that many “say that the United States has had its day in the sun; that our nation has 
passed its zenith.” He then boldly asserted that “I utterly reject that view… I will not stand by 
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and watch this great country destroy itself under mediocre leadership that drifts from one crisis 
to the next, eroding our national will and purpose.” He then promised to reverse the nation’s 
course and “renew the American spirit and sense of purpose.”49  
 As epitomized by Ronald Reagan, the conservative movement generally put great 
emphasis on the special nature of the United States as an exceptional and unique country. To 
varying degrees most leaders on the political right believed in some version of this notion of 
American exceptionalism. Yet their belief in this idea varied. Religious conservatives emphasized 
the view that the United States was God’s chosen vessel and divine instrument to accomplish 
His goals on the earth. Meanwhile, other conservatives held to a less religiously based view that 
saw the country as a powerful and wealthy nation which occupied a unique position and with 
this power came a special obligation to stand up to international bullies like the Soviet Union 
and to help out those countries in need. Whatever the various intonations of their specific views 
regarding American exceptionalism might have been, most conservative leaders could agree on 
the basic ideas regarding the country’s unique and privileged status in the world and that this 
brought with it certain responsibilities.50  
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 Conservatives’ emphasis on American exceptionalism was at least partially a function of 
their bipolar views of the Cold War. They wanted to juxtapose all of the good aspects of the 
United States with the negative attributes of the Soviet Union. They had no patience for 
individuals who claimed some sort of neutrality in the Cold War and saw both the United States 
and the Soviet Union as equally reprehensible. George Weigel addressed this problem by 
denouncing those who “act as if there were little to choose from on moral grounds between the 
two superpowers. We reject this moral equation of the United States and the Soviet Union.”51 
 In order to remind the nation of the true nature of the terrible enemy that threatened 
its very existence, many conservatives – both those within the NRR and in the larger coalition – 
spent a great deal of energy cataloguing the various lies, deceptions, evils, and dangers that the 
Soviet Union epitomized. Those in the NRR had two particularly important reasons for wanting 
to remind the country of the earlier Cold War consensus that had existed during the 1950s in 
which nearly every American agreed about the evil nature of the Soviet Union. First of all, 
members of the NRR wanted to reassert the high level of cultural and political legitimacy that 
they had experienced during that earlier era. Reminding the American people of the dangers of 
the Cold War and the threats of godless Soviet communism might serve to help members of the 
NRR reclaim some of the prestige and respect that they had previously attained, but which had 
waned somewhat during the 1960s and 1970s. Secondly, these religious conservatives also 
wanted to strengthen their newly formed political ties with the emerging conservative coalition. 
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Emphasizing their shared disdain for the Soviet Union as well as their support for Reagan’s 
desire to return to a hard-line Cold War mentality would help those in the NRR solidify their 
place among the ranks of the conservative coalition as well. 
 Similar to the way that Reagan’s “Evil Empire” speech had resurrected the blend of 
religious and political rhetoric that had permeated the language of the early Cold War era in the 
United States, so, too, had the spokespersons of the NRR fallen back on this type of speech in 
their own portrayals of the Soviet Union. A prominent religious conservative, author, minister, 
and spokesperson for the NRR, Tim LaHaye, offered perhaps the most dramatic and colorful 
example of this blending of religious and political language in his denunciations of the godless 
Soviets. He wrote that a “satanic presence” had become dominant in the Soviet Union, and that 
“the spirit of Satan” had taken control over the Soviet leaders. He then asserted that “Satan 
[had] ostensibly made his antihuman headquarters the city of Moscow.” LaHaye went on to 
explain that “God not only abhors Russia but the source of power behind it, Satan himself,” 
because “under Satanic influence they have incited communism’s antihuman governmental 
system to enslave upward of 1.5 billion people and have incurred the wrath of God.”52 Other 
members of the NRR placed similar emphasis on the evil and atheistic nature of the Soviet Union 
and its leadership. In this way they highlighted their belief that the Cold War represented not 
only a fight against a dangerous and powerful regime that threatened the United States, but 
that the conflict also had a cosmic dimension that reflected a spiritual battle of good versus 
evil.53  
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 Not every conservative agreed with this religious view of the Cold War as an extension 
of a grand spiritual battle. For example, many neoconservatives like Norman Podhoretz and 
Irving Kristol hesitated to identify the Cold War in such cosmic spiritual terms.54 It is also 
important to note that while many neoconservatives and other conservatives during this period 
agreed with some of views espoused by those in the NRR, the various groups within the 
conservative coalition had very different origins and espoused different versions of 
conservatism. For example, most neoconservatives were former leftist intellectuals, many of 
them coming from a Jewish background. Due to the changing political and cultural climate 
during the 1960s and 1970s many of these neoconservatives had lost faith in the leftist ideas 
that they had previously espoused. They had increasingly adopted a more conservative 
viewpoint – hence the name “neo-conservative.” This is an important distinction because even 
though they shared many conservative views with those in the NRR, especially on issues relating 
to American foreign policy, many neoconservatives did not wholeheartedly agree with religious 
conservatives on many issues. Furthermore, because of their unique cultural and political 
background as former leftist Jewish intellectuals, most neoconservatives had a very different 
attitude from those in the NRR when it came to social, moral, and religious issues, and therefore 
they had a different view on the concept of conservatism in general. 
Yet despite the divisions within the conservative coalition nearly all of the leaders of the 
conservative movement did agree that too many people in the United States had failed to take 
                                                                                                                                                                             
Eidsmoe, 216-217, 222; Helms, 96-98; Schaeffer, Bad News for Modern Man, 18; Weigel, 1; 008-22-16 
Manuscript of Harold Lindsell’s 1972 EXPLO message, part of the Campus Crusade for Christ International, 
Christianity Today Papers, Box 22, Folder 16, BGCA; 1977 Report published by The Church League of 
America entitled “Special Report: Protecting Traitors, Spies, and Terrorists,” edited by Edgar C. Bundy, p. 
68, Christianity Today Papers, Box 22, Folder 13, BGCA; Publication entitled America’s Future Vol. 20, 
dated January 13, 1978, received and read by Harold Lindsell, editor of Christianity Today, Christianity 
Today Papers, Box 22, Folder 2, BGCA; Lienesch, 211-221; Inboden, 317-318. 
54
 Podhoretz, The Present Danger; Kristol, On the Democratic Idea in America. 
140 
 
 
the Cold War and the Soviet threat seriously enough. They also agreed that the Soviet Union had 
become a powerful and dangerous enemy that America needed to confront. Along these lines 
the Podhoretz, warned about what he called “the Findlandization of America,” which he defined 
as “the political and economic subordination of the United States to superior Soviet power.”55 
And Reagan himself sounded a similar note about the ultimate need for an American victory as 
well as the inherent superiority of the United States vis-à-vis the Soviet Union when he asserted 
that “it is the Soviet Union that runs against the tide of history by denying human freedom and 
human dignity to its citizens.”56  
 Language used by Reagan and others highlighted the “evil” and noxious elements of 
Soviet behavior. From this point of view it appeared obvious to many conservatives that anyone 
who tried to equate the terrible Soviet Union – a country that denied freedom and human 
dignity to its people – to the United States did so out of ignorance. Both the members of the 
NRR and most conservatives agreed that in such comparisons the United States would clearly 
win out, even with its many flaws. Those on the political right felt that they simply needed to 
remind the rest of the country of just how bad Soviet behavior had become. Jerry Falwell 
epitomized these efforts in his assertion that “our leaders are finally realizing what many have 
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tried to state for years: that the Soviets are liars and cheaters, and that they are determined to 
conquer our free country and to infiltrate the American people with godless communism.”57  
Falwell and other conservatives made concerted efforts to point out every bad act and 
the many “atrocities” that the Soviets had inflicted upon the world. Their laundry list highlighted 
all the pain and suffering that the Soviets had brought into the world. The list ranged from the 
millions killed in Southeast Asia and around the world because of Soviet efforts to spread the 
communist revolution to the purges under Stalin and the travesty of the Berlin Wall. They also 
spoke of the “persecution of Christians, Jews and other religious and political dissidents,” as well 
as the tragic enslavement of “nation after nation since World War II” and the deliberate 
targeting of civilian populations with chemical and other weapons of mass destruction.58  
According to these spokespeople for the NRR and the conservative movement, Soviet 
behavior had become so heinous and immoral precisely because of their anti-human, atheistic, 
and brutal ideology. Communism denied traditional concepts of right and wrong, good and evil, 
heaven and hell, so it was inevitable that nations embracing it would spawn such terrible acts. 
As John Eidsmoe explained, “In the communist view, the individual means little. He has no soul, 
no spirit, no eternal worth. He is nothing but a highly complex ape. He has no rights.” Eidsmoe 
continued by asserting that the logical consequence of such a worldview had led to so many 
Soviet atrocities because individuals and “even communities, groups, or classes, may be 
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sacrificed or liquidated if the good of the human race requires it. In fact, to refuse to liquidate 
them would be an immoral act, for it would hinder the class struggle.”59 
 The United States could not and should not trust such an inherently immoral and 
godless country, according to those in the NRR and other conservatives. Francis Schaeffer 
epitomized this view and its obvious implications for the relations between the United States 
and the Soviet Union. He explained that the Soviets and other communists lacked an “objective 
value system. Therefore we should not be surprised that the Marxist countries which sign the 
Helsinki Accords then go ahead and persecute their people without a wink.” The reason that the 
Soviets would sign any agreement and then renege on the deal, according to Schaeffer, rested 
primarily upon the assumptions contained in their immoral and flawed ideology. He concluded 
that for communists, “the good of the state alone matters, and the good of the state is what 
they say it is. We in the West are naïve if we imagine that we are dealing with anything other 
than cynicism when we enter into pacts, ententes, accords, or treaties with those who affirm 
the Marxist view of truth.”60   
 From such a point of view it seemed like madness for the United States to trust the 
Soviets. And according to many conservative spokespeople, the Soviet Union’s record of broken 
promises proved the validity of this low estimation of Soviet reliability. Thus despite the 
reassurances of President Carter and other “liberals” who advocated policies like détente and 
peaceful coexistence, the Soviets remained completely untrustworthy as evidenced by the many 
agreements, treaties, deals, and promises which they had broken over the preceding decades.61  
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No example of Soviet behavior seemed more persuasive in showing the continued 
deceitfulness and aggressiveness of communism to the political right than the many examples of 
communist expansion. According to many conservatives, much of the continued Soviet 
expansion had occurred during the 1970s when both sides had supposedly adopted a position of 
“peaceful coexistence” and détente. Many people in the United States understood this policy as 
an accord between the two sides in which both parties agreed to put down their weapons and 
stop fighting. Yet it appeared – at least to those in the NRR and to many other conservative 
leaders – that the Soviets had not abided by this deal.  
These opponents of détente pointed to various examples to show that the Soviets had 
violated the “agreement” and continued to pursue their aggressive expansion of communism. 
As evidence of the continued Soviet violations of this “agreement,” conservative critics pointed 
to a wide range of recent developments around the globe. Many quickly pointed to the Soviet 
invasion of Afghanistan in 1979 as the most obvious example. But others also talked about the 
various communist governments that had taken power throughout Southeast Asia and Africa, as 
well as the fact that the Soviets had aided several communist revolutionary groups in Latin 
America, Africa, and the Middle East that had not yet taken power but continued to fight to 
overthrow regimes allied with the United States. Jerry Falwell summed up the exasperation that 
many felt toward policies of détente and peaceful coexistence when he asserted that 
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“regardless of détente and all the other pussyfooting programs that our country is proposing, 
the communists are still out to bury us.”62 
The perceived violation of this “agreement” in the form of continued Soviet aggression 
and expansion around the world offered those in the NRR and other conservatives a powerful 
illustration of how Soviet behavior had not changed and how they had continually violated the 
spirit of détente. It also served as a powerful example of just how collectively naïve the leaders 
of the United States had been in believing that such weak policies and blind trust in the Soviets 
would somehow stop communism from expanding around the globe. Some who had advocated 
détente and these types of policies had pointed to things like the Sino-Soviet split and the 
removal of Khrushchev from power as examples that the communists had changed and become 
less dangerous and more inclined to accept notions like peaceful coexistence. Yet those in the 
NRR, as well as many other conservatives, pointed to the various examples of Soviet aggression 
and expansion as evidence that nothing had changed and the United States needed to return to 
the Cold War posture it had adopted during the early years of the conflict under Truman and 
Eisenhower. Charles Stanley, the President of the Southern Baptist Convention and the founder 
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of In Touch Ministries, asserted that “communism has not changed its philosophy. World 
domination is the goal and nothing will stop communism from reaching it.”63  
The various members of the NRR and most leaders in the broader conservative 
movement agreed that these policies of détente and peaceful coexistence had played a major 
role in America’s decline throughout the world. They felt that past events, particularly the 
debacle in Vietnam, had undermined public support for America’s Cold War efforts and had 
caused the United States to “retreat” from its global responsibilities. Podhoretz, noted this 
defeatist attitude that pervaded the country as “the United States looked complacently on” 
while nations around the globe “were taken over by factions supported by and loyal to the 
Soviet Union.”64 Podhoretz asserted that “the present danger is whether we have the will to 
reverse the decline of American power today.”65  
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Such a withdrawal of American power, and more importantly the loss of national will to 
stand up and fight against the spread of communism, had provided further opportunity for the 
Soviet Union to expand its communist philosophy by creating an international power vacuum. 
This perceived weakness threatened the United States and the world because it emboldened 
the Soviet Union. As Podhoretz pointed out, “the invasion of Afghanistan may mean that the 
Soviets think the window is open now.”66 Yet other enemies besides the Soviet Union, even 
“militarily powerless parties” like OPEC, had also recognized this American weakness and some 
of them had likewise acted “without fear of retaliation.”67  
This emphasis on the international decline of the United States by religious 
conservatives certainly had some basis in reality. As a result of America’s experience in Vietnam 
and other traumatic set-backs in the world leaders in the United States had become hesitant to 
use their nation’s military might against the Soviet Union or its allies. However, religious 
conservatives and others often overstated the enormity of the crisis both within the United 
States and around the world. Certainly the Soviet Union had sent troops in Afghanistan, and 
several Asian and African nations had fallen under the control of Marxist leaders. However, at 
no point during this period did the Soviet Union reach a level of economic, political, or military 
power that would have allowed it to completely dominate a single continent, let alone the 
entire world. Most significantly, the ominous warnings by those on the right about Soviet 
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military, political, and economic power turned out to be greatly exaggerated, as evidenced by 
the Soviet failure to gain control over Afghanistan and the complete collapse of the Soviet 
system in the early 1990s. 
Regardless of whether their statements and views reflected the reality of the situation, 
most conservative leaders generally, and those in the NRR especially, despised this sense of 
American decline. Many felt that it had led to an international stance of appeasement and 
accommodation that had dramatically weakened core elements of American foreign policy. The 
prominent United States Senator and spokesperson for the NRR, Jesse Helms, proclaimed that 
“‘détente’ is… nothing but a welfare program for the Soviets.”68 As part of his reasoning behind 
this assertion Helms argued that the United States had been “totally inept at using this country’s 
leverage as the world’s greatest producer of food.” Instead of “exacting tough concessions from 
the Soviets in exchange for our grain,” Helms claimed that the American leadership had naively 
shipped millions of tons of wheat and grain to the Soviet Union without making any demands. 
Senator Helms compared these “policies of drift and concession” to a criminal “selling ropes to 
the hangman;” in both cases such acts would eventually lead to their own destruction. Not only 
had the United States “forfeited this advantage” to extract concessions from their Cold War 
enemy, but these wheat supplements had bolstered the Soviet economy, thus allowing them to 
“proceed full steam ahead” with their military buildup and their efforts toward global 
domination.69 The words of Pat Robertson summed up the view of many religious conservatives 
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during this period: “Our nation has been ambivalent” and “we have turned away in cowardice 
and irresolve;” therefore “evil is triumphing.”70  
 In order to reverse this trend, those within the NRR, as well as many other 
conservatives, argued that two important things needed to happen. First, the United States 
needed to rediscover its courage and reassert a strong will by standing up and fighting against 
those enemies that would destroy it. Secondly, the country had to rebuild its military power so 
that it would have the strength and resources to reassert its presence and check the Soviet 
advances. The words of Jerry Falwell represented a belief that many conservatives shared: “The 
communists understand one language only, and that is the language of strength.”71 If the Soviet 
Union only understood the language of force and military strength, then the United States 
would have to make sure that it had plenty of military power on hand in order to speak its 
language and get the message across.  
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 This meant that the United States needed to rebuild its military force through a 
dramatic increase in defense spending on everything from nuclear weapons to recruiting and 
conventional forces, as well as anything else that could be used to fight against the spread of 
Soviet communism. Tim LaHaye’s words epitomized the attitude of most figures associated with 
the NRR when it came to the need for increasing defense spending and rebuilding America’s 
military forces. “The only human instrument that currently keeps Russia from conquering the 
world is the strength of the United States.”72 Most nonreligious conservatives agreed with this 
renewed emphasis on a strong national defense and a return to the supreme arsenal that 
United States had built during the early years of the Cold War. For example, Norman Podhoretz 
explained the connection between the military buildup and its impact on the Cold War by 
asserting that “the survival of liberty and democracy requires a forceful American presence in 
the world.”73  
 Through both his words and the policies he implemented President Reagan also put 
great emphasis on this need for the country to return to a position of military superiority that it 
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had once occupied during the early Cold War years. In one speech Reagan advocated a defense 
policy that he called “peace through strength.”74 By this the President meant that the defenses 
of the United States “must be whatever is necessary to ensure that the potential enemy will 
never dare attack.”75 Based on this reasoning, Reagan advocated and implemented dramatic 
increases in the defense budget and the undertaking of new programs to improve the nation’s 
weapons technology in order to accomplish this goal. As one example of the general agreement 
among religious conservative with Reagan and these strong defense policies, John Eidsmoe 
echoed the President’s attitude when he likewise argued that “a strong defense deters 
aggression and helps to preserve peace.”76 
 Nuclear weapons epitomized this concept of deterrence, the idea that offensive 
weapons primarily served to discourage an enemy from attacking. Reagan’s desire to expand 
America’s nuclear arsenal in order to increase the nation’s ability to deter Soviet aggression 
sparked a nationwide debate regarding the overlapping issues of nuclear weapons and the arms 
race. Many members of the NRR felt particular outrage over the debate regarding the proposed 
“nuclear freeze” because opponents of nuclear weapons often used the Christian ideals and 
language of “peace,” “nonviolence,” and “turning the other cheek” in their appeals to end the 
arms race.  
One particularly telling example of this came in the form of a group of religiously based 
peace activists and opponents of nuclear weapons called the Sojourners. One of their 
publications proclaimed that “perhaps the clearest evidence of that hardness of heart is our 
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nation’s willingness to commit nuclear genocide against hundreds of millions of God’s children. 
The nuclear arms race has for us become an urgent matter of faith.” In this way the Sojourners 
group, and others like them, put a particularly strong emphasis on “Jesus’ call to be 
peacemakers.” They pointed out the great irony in the United States’ heavy reliance on 
dangerous and potentially destructive nuclear weapons as a means to maintain global peace.77  
Other religious groups, including the National Association of Evangelicals (NAE) and the 
World Council of Churches (WCC), also made similar appeals to Christian ideals and religious 
values in an effort to reduce the tensions and dangers caused by the nuclear arms race. For 
example, in an official press release in 1979 the NAE explicitly proclaimed the deep concern that 
its members felt as a result of “the increasing momentum of the world-wide nuclear arms race.” 
The NAE even went so far as to assert “that this development is not in keeping with God’s 
highest purposes.”78 
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Because so many proponents of the nuclear freeze based their position on basic 
Christian values and ideals, many people saw the nuclear debate as a moral issue. Seeing 
themselves as experts on such moral issues, many spokespeople for the NRR heroically leapt to 
the aid of the conservatives and attempted to defend on moral and religious grounds their 
stances regarding the defense buildup generally, and especially those issues related to the 
nuclear debate. Many within the NRR took particular issue with what they saw as naïve appeals 
to Christian ideals of peace, love, and charity. These religious conservatives could not stand by 
and watch as liberal theologians redefine the debate regarding national morality. This helps to 
explain the vociferous response by many religious conservatives to these critiques of national 
policy based on religious values. Such attacks threatened the unique cultural position of 
members of the NRR and their ability to continue combining religion and politics. If other 
religious voices managed to redefine the moral aspects of the debate over American foreign 
policy and national defense, then such a development could challenge the unique way in which 
those in the NRR overlaid their religious views onto debates over foreign policy. 
Another reason so many members of the NRR took such outspoken stances against the 
proponents of the nuclear freeze and pacifism in general had to do with their perception that 
these “peaceniks” misused scripture and other religious language to support their agenda. Many 
religious conservatives interpreted these appeals to Christian peacemaking as both a perversion 
of the gospel and a blasphemous misrepresentation of God’s word in support of a cause which 
most people within the NRR generally despised.  
Jerram Barrs, a religiously conservative pastor, an instructor at Covenant Theological 
Seminary, and a disciple of Francis Schaeffer, articulated the general outrage that many within 
the NRR felt toward those who had “hijacked” Christian language for their own political agenda: 
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“More and more Christians today argue that the only people who deserve such a title [of 
peacemaker] are outright pacifists or campaigners for unilateral nuclear disarmament. Those 
who insist that deterrence is more likely to maintain world peace are increasingly dubbed 
‘warmongers.’” Barrs then excoriated these supposed peace activists for their “arrogance in 
claiming a monopoly on righteousness in the struggle for peace and justice in the world.” He 
then argued that “pacifism cannot, I believe, stand up to biblical scrutiny. Nor do I believe that 
gestures of unilateral disarmament by Western powers would contribute to the security of the 
world.” In his view those who advocated peace through disarmament adopted a much more 
indifferent and un-Christian attitude than did those who advocated nuclear buildup, for he and 
many others within the NRR felt that nuclear disarmament “would lead to a massive increase in 
injustice and human misery.”79  
According to Barrs’s reasoning American nuclear weapons provided protection to 
people around the world by deterring the Soviets and other aggressors. Without that protection 
those innocent souls who depended on this protection would suffer greatly. Thus, according to 
Barrs, those who naively advocated disarmament and a nuclear freeze actually put forward 
deeply un-Christian ideas, because their proposals would ultimately lead to widespread 
injustice, misery, and suffering.     
Many spokespeople within the NRR emphasized that most opponents of war and 
nuclear weapons had a fundamental misunderstanding of the concept of peace. George Weigel, 
for example, explained that “only God can give” true peace. He defined this “divine gift of 
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spiritual peace” as “a state of personal tranquility” and “the goal of Christian spirituality.” 
However, he argued, “this peace of Christ can never be our political objective” because “it is not 
a peace that we can win for others. It is not a peace that… will solve the problem of war.”80  
The religious conservative, political commentator, author, and biblical scholar Wilbur 
Smith echoed Weigel’s view that men of their own accord could never achieve world peace 
when he asserted that “we are not to look for world peace brought about by the efforts of 
unregenerate men.” Instead, Smith argued, “we who believe the Word of God do have grounds 
for a hope that world peace will someday prevail” but only at the time of the Second Coming, 
“when Christ will bring peace to this earth.”81 Therefore, according to Weigel and Smith, peace 
can come only through God’s hand, either in the form of a personal “peace of Christ” or after 
the time of Christ’s return, when the world would enter into a millennial paradise and world 
peace would reign for a thousand years.82  
Aside from what they saw as a basic misunderstanding of the true nature of peace, 
many in the NRR also asserted that advocates of a “nuclear freeze” and pacifism misused and 
misunderstood other basic Christian concepts such as Jesus’ admonition to “turn the other 
cheek” and to “love your neighbor as yourself.” John Eidsmoe explained the important 
difference between the truly Christian act of “turning the other cheek” and the un-Christian 
appeasement of evil and brutal regimes. “The blow on the cheek was an insult, not an injury. It 
did not place one in danger of death or serious bodily harm. Jesus simply said that Christians are 
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not to return insult for insult; he did not prohibit Christians from defending themselves when 
under genuine physical attack.”83 Rus Walton made a related point regarding the naiveté and 
immorality of taking this concept of peacemaking and “turning the other cheek” to its extreme 
in the arena of international relations: “There are those who rationalize that such indifference, 
such indolence, such capitulation is peaceful – that it promotes peace. Pacifism that permits 
others to be sacrificed on the altar of despotism is, at the very least, misdirected piety.” He used 
several historical examples in order to drive his point home. “This pacifism is born of the same 
stupidity that gave the world the sell-out at Munich. That turned Poland over to the 
communists. That cost 58,000 American lives in Vietnam.”84  
Other spokespeople for the NRR went even further in their condemnation of those 
advocating pacifism. At a religious conference that focused on the issues of International Peace 
and Security the Reverend and theologian J.A. Emerson Vermaat condemned that position as 
“socially and politically irresponsible in that it may well provoke wars and aggression.” 
Continuing along this line of reasoning, he argued that “in a world determined by power and 
power structures pacifism is out of the question. It is utopianism… God is not a pacifist and his 
love is not just a sweet smile.”85 Echoing this sentiment, John Eidsmoe even went so far as to 
assert that anyone “refusing to fight for one’s country” had committed “a sin against God.”86 
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Some members of the NRR even argued that God wanted the United States to maintain 
and buildup its stockpiles of nuclear weapons. Some of these religious conservatives were 
concerned that nuclear weapons represented a divine gift from God. They asserted that the 
Almighty had provided these powerful weapons as a protection in order to ensure the security 
and protection of the United States and, more broadly, the world as a deterrent against the 
aggression of Soviet communists. Barrs stated, “God has established the power of the sword to 
be his instrument of wrath against the evildoer.”87 Pat Robertson agreed, stating that “God 
normally uses practical, earthly means of carrying out his will on Earth” and implying that 
nuclear weapons served as the present form of God’s earthly means to check Soviet 
expansion.88  
Jerry Falwell seemed to share the belief that nuclear weapons were a God-given 
resource to protect the country and deter Soviet aggression. He started by taking up the 
question of faith and reliance on God to protect individuals and the nation collectively from the 
many dangers in the world. He explained that “certainly I believe that God can sovereignly 
overrule the weapons of human warfare.” Many might ask: if Falwell and others in the NRR 
believed that their all-powerful Creator could intervene and save them from destruction, why 
then would the country need to build a military or nuclear weapons at all? Falwell compared this 
type of flawed reasoning to that of individuals who not only did nothing to ensure their own 
safety and welfare, but who also took unnecessary risks and then simply left their survival in the 
hands of God. “What Christian parent would refuse an inoculation for his children during a 
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widespread epidemic? Who would jump out of an airplane without a parachute and pray for the 
angels to deliver him?”89  
According to Falwell, such a callous disregard for one’s own safety represented 
irresponsible as well as sinful behavior, because “Jesus told us not to ‘tempt’ God by placing 
ourselves recklessly in a position of jeopardy and expecting God to bail you out.”90 Following this 
line of reasoning, Falwell implied that not making use of the resources God had made available 
by building up America’s stockpile of nuclear weapons represented another example of this 
form of “tempting” God. By not taking advantage of the means that the Almighty had provided 
to ensure the nation’s security, an unarmed United States would instead place itself at the 
mercy of God and simply hope that He would intervene to miraculously save the country and 
the world from the threat of Soviet domination. In other words, God helps those who help 
themselves. Or as Rus Walton put it, “we have an opportunity to protect our nation” through 
nuclear deterrents; and such means of protection are “God-given.”91   
John Eidsmoe even found an example from the Bible to support this conclusion that God 
had provided nuclear weapons to help the United States and that He supported the stockpiling 
of such weapons in order to deter aggression from its enemies. “The principle of deterrence is 
illustrated in the book of Nehemiah. [Nehemiah] returned to Jerusalem after the exile to inspect 
the condition of the city. Finding its walls in disrepair, Nehemiah organized the people for the 
purpose of rebuilding them.” One can hardly miss the direct correlation of this analogy to the 
period of the late 1970s and early 1980s in the United States when many people in and out of 
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government claimed that the defenses of the country had fallen into “disrepair.” Eidsmoe went 
on to explain how this military vulnerability had tempted Israel’s neighbors into making an 
attack. However, recognizing the danger in time, “Nehemiah mobilized his forces and prepared 
them for war… And the enemy was deterred! Because of Nehemiah’s military preparedness, the 
enemies saw that the Israelites were ready for battle, so they called off their attack.” From this 
biblical example Eidsmoe concluded that the United States needed to rebuild its defenses, 
including strengthening its nuclear capability, in order to deter Soviet aggression and preserve 
international peace: “Had Nehemiah not been prepared, the enemy would have attacked. A 
strong defense deters aggressors and helps to preserve peace.”92 
In summary, most members of the NRR disagreed wholeheartedly with the nuclear 
freeze movement for a variety of different reasons. Instead the spokespeople for the NRR 
generally supported the defense buildup of the Reagan administration. Echoing President 
Reagan’s words, Pat Robertson explained his view of the need for a dramatic increase in defense 
spending: “Given the reality of a sinful world, those who really want peace usually attain it only 
by having a strong military establishment. In political language, ‘peace through strength.’”93  
This basic outline of the principles and views of the NRR helps to explain the particular 
policy positions that these religious conservatives took with regard to specific issues such as the 
Strategic Arms Limitations Treaty (SALT) negotiations, Mutually Assured Destruction (MAD), the 
Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI), and the overall increase in defense spending. Nearly all of the 
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spokespeople for the NRR agreed with the broader conservative coalition on each of these 
specific policy issues. They despised the limitations of the SALT agreements and believed that 
the weak policies of the 1970s had provided an opportunity for the Soviets to get ahead of the 
United States in the arms race. In their view the Soviets had taken advantage of this 
opportunity. The situation seemed so perilous that Rus Walton and others believed that the 
Soviet Union out-gunned the United States by a factor of “six-to-one.”94 Those in the NRR also 
emphasized that, given the communist penchant for breaking promises, no one in his or her 
right mind should trust the Soviets to keep their part of any deal. Therefore, in the view of most 
within the NRR such negotiation reflected a hopelessly naïve exercise in futility and a dangerous 
false sense of security; or as Rus Walton called it “the chute to suicide.”95  
Various spokespeople for the NRR also offered fervent support for Reagan’s Strategic 
Defense Initiative (SDI) or “Star Wars” program and his overall increases in defense spending. 
Many of the reasons why they supported these efforts at rebuilding the nation’s defenses have 
already been discussed. However, one additional reason for their specific support for the SDI 
program came from their frustration with the reliance on Mutually Assured Destruction (MAD). 
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96 Most within the NRR felt that new programs, like SDI would offer better security to the United 
States than the MAD policy. The problem that many in the NRR saw with MAD was its exclusive 
and dangerous reliance on the Soviets’ fear of massive retaliation to keep the United States and 
the world safe from a nuclear holocaust. Thus an improved missile defense system like the 
Strategic Defense Initiative proposed by Reagan seemed to offer a much better alternative than 
relying on MAD alone. As Jerry Falwell explained “The acronym for mutual assured destruction is 
‘mad.’ That is exactly what the defense strategy in this country is today. With mutual assured 
destruction, we have virtually no defense and an overwhelmingly unacceptable offense.”97 Rus 
Walton echoed his sentiment, asserting that “thanks to a mad policy, the United States is naked 
before a nuclear attack. SDI, however, could close that ‘window of vulnerability.’”98 
Some might wonder how those in the NRR could put such faith in nuclear arms as 
deterrents, as described previously, while at the same time also advocating new programs like 
SDI, which would end the so-called MAD policy. According to their views and statements 
described above, most in the NRR did not advocate increased spending on nuclear weapons just 
for the sake of rearming and increasing the overall military power of the United States, although 
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that did represent an important side benefit of the rearmament program. Instead, most in the 
NRR believed that nuclear weapons served as the best means available to deter Soviet 
aggression. However, when Reagan proposed new and improved ideas for deterring Soviet 
aggression and protecting the United States, such as SDI, most religious conservatives quickly 
jumped on the bandwagon because it offered, at least in theory, a better way to protect the 
country against Soviet nuclear aggression than merely relying on the threat of mutually assured 
destruction. They did not see it as an either-or proposition. Building a missile defense system did 
not mean that the United States had to abandon its nuclear arsenal. SDI and a refurbished 
nuclear arsenal would work hand in hand to deter aggression, minimize any threat from the 
Soviet Union, and protect the United States from an attack.  
 
The Will to Fight, the Will to Win 
 
If the United States no longer had to cower in fear that the Soviets might launch its 
growing arsenal of nuclear weapons, then the nation as a whole might feel more confident to 
stand up to Soviet intimidation. New defense programs such as SDI offered some hope that such 
a day might come. Nevertheless, such innovative safe guards from Soviet attack would not solve 
the deeper problem of America’s paralyzing timidity on the international stage; its “Vietnam 
Syndrome” as some had labeled it. It would take more than a missile defense shield and 
massively increased defense expenditures to address the issue of the nation’s perceived 
unwillingness to put its military capabilities to use in stopping the Soviet Union and other 
aggression around the world. According to several spokespeople for the NRR and many 
conservatives around the country, rebuilding America’s military represented only half of the 
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equation. The United States also needed to rebuild its courage and will to stand up against its 
enemies and reassert its power on the international stage. Richard Viguerie, a prominent 
religious conservative and political organizer who helped to found the Conservative Digest and 
Moral Majority, expressed this view when he stated that “the ability to act counts for little 
unless it is accompanied by the willingness to act.”99 
As has been mentioned earlier, many conservatives and especially those associated with 
the NRR emphasized the need for the United States to abandon what they perceived as weak 
foreign policy programs such as détente and peaceful coexistence. Instead, they argued, the 
United States needed to return to the early Cold War policy of containment. For example, 
Norman Podhoretz – who was not part of the NR, but was a neoconservative who agreed with 
many of the religious conservatives’ ideas regarding foreign policy – explained that “wrong as 
the war the United States fought in Vietnam was… it was not wrong in the purposes for which it 
was fought. Those purposes were to check the spread of communism.”100 J.A. Emerson Vermaat 
concurred with Podhoretz’s emphasis on the need to return to a policy of containing 
communism when he explained that “according to Christian doctrine evil must be contained. It 
                                                          
99
 Viguerie, 153; See also Viguerie, 149, 226-228; 008-22-2  Publication entitled America’s Future Vol. 20, 
dated January 13, 1978, received and read by Harold Lindsell, editor of Christianity Today, Christianity 
Today Papers, Box 22, Folder 2, BGCA; Falwell, America Can Be Saved, 26; Falwell, The Fundamentalist 
Phenomenon, 214-215; Falwell, Listen, America!, 60, 93-99, 104; Robertson, Americas Dates with Destiny, 
227-228, 231; Robertson, The New Millennium, 159; Walton, Biblical Solutions to Contemporary Problems, 
79, 166; Eidsmoe, 213; Helms, 94-98; Stanley, 27-28; Weigel, 65; Moynihan, A Dangerous Place, 237; 
Podhoretz, The Present Danger, 12, 31, 88; Timberg; Reagan, Reagan Diaries; Reagan, An American Life; 
Weinberger; Shultz. 
100
 Pod, Podhoretz, “Making the World Safe for Communism,” 40; see also Podhoretz, The Present Danger, 
17, 38; Moynihan, Counting Our Blessings, 31. 
163 
 
 
is the international evil of the lust for power that must be kept in check. The slogan ‘better red 
than dead’ is not a valid alternative.”101 
Some conservatives, including several spokespersons for the NRR, argued that the 
country could not simply turn back the clock and return to the same containment policies that 
the nation had employed during the early years of the Cold War. They held that merely 
containing communism at its present level would no longer succeed because the Soviets had 
expanded into so many areas during the period of détente. Instead, conservatives like President 
Reagan argued, the United States now needed to adopt a policy of “rolling back” communism, 
which would entail not only containing it and preventing it from spreading further, but also 
rooting it out and removing it from areas where it had successfully taken hold.  
The idea of “rolling back” communism had originated in the 1950s under Secretary of 
State John Foster Dulles. He had begun to believe that the United States should do more than 
just contain communism; it ought to try dislodging it in countries where it had taken hold. 
However, Dulles abandoned the idea in 1956 with the Hungarian Revolt, when many Hungarian 
people rose up in an effort to overthrow Soviet domination and began asking for American help. 
In order to avoid being drawn into a direct conflict with the Soviet Union in Eastern Europe, 
Dulles instead reasserted America’s emphasis on containment rather than “roll back.” Yet by the 
late 1970s many religious conservatives and others within the conservative coalition began 
advocating a policy of “roll back” in order to defeat Soviet communism. Jerry Falwell was one 
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proponent of this idea, bemoaning the fact that “it appears that America’s policy toward 
communism is one of containment, rather than victory.”102 
Members of the Reagan Administration decided to begin the implementation of this 
new policy of “rolling back” communism in the region of Central America.103 In 1979 the brutal 
Nicaraguan dictator and long-time ally to the United States, Anastasio Somoza, had lost control 
of his country in a violent revolution that forced him out of power. A leftist coalition 
government had replaced Somoza’s regime after he departed Nicaragua. The avowed Marxist 
group known as the Sandinistas held the strongest political position in this newly formed 
government. Suddenly the United States had what many conservatives saw as a communist 
puppet-state controlled by Moscow in nearby Central America. Even more ominous than that, 
many conservatives suggested that the Sandinista government had begun to spread their 
communist revolution and destabilize the neighboring country of El Salvador.104  
When President Reagan came to power in 1981, he vowed to “roll back” the communist 
expansion into Central America as the first step in his larger program of rolling back communism 
around the world. Pat Robertson explained his reasons for supporting Reagan’s Contra policy by 
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stating that “for too long we have believed that once a country fell to communism, it was Soviet 
territory and off-limits to the free world. It is our responsibility to assist victim nations in their 
attempts to overthrow their communist captors and to roll back Soviet expansion.” Therefore, 
he concluded, “Wherever indigenous freedom fighters volunteer to fight and die to establish 
liberty and democracy, we must come to their aid with money and arms.”105  
In his effort to contain the spread of communism in Central America and to uproot it 
where it had taken hold, the Reagan Administration began arming former members of Somoza’s 
National Guard forces, most of whom had been forced out of power along with Somoza. With 
the help of the United States government these former National Guard members, as well as 
other opponents of the new Sandinista regime, organized themselves into a force that would 
eventually number in the thousands. American funding, training, and operational support for 
these counterrevolutionaries, or the “Contras” in its shortened Spanish form, sparked a vigorous 
debate within the United States.106  
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Many within the NRR supported what they saw as the Reagan Administration’s efforts 
to fight against the spread of communism in nearby Central America. Many religious 
conservatives saw Reagan’s Contra policy as a much needed reverse of the tide in American 
foreign policy. For many conservatives generally, and for those in the NRR especially, the Contra 
Policy represented tangible evidence of Reagan’s efforts to reorient the country away from the 
weak stance of peaceful coexistence toward a renewal of early Cold War policies that had 
emphasized the forceful confrontation and containment of evil communism.107  
 Some in the NRR feared that if the United States did not do more to stop the spread of 
communism, particularly in the Western Hemisphere, then the entire world, including the 
United States, might fall under the control of the Soviet Union.  In another example of the 
attempt by many in the NRR to resurrect language from the early Cold War era, some religious 
conservatives warned of the “falling dominos” in Central America and compared them to the 
succession of countries in Southeast Asia that had fallen, like dominoes, into the communist 
sphere. For example, Senator Jesse Helms warned that if the United States did not act quickly 
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and decisively to stop Soviet aggression then “the fall of Vietnam will be simply a foreshadowing 
of what to expect when the United States becomes the last of the falling dominoes.”108  
 After several efforts to “roll back” communism during his first term, President Reagan 
shifted gears during his second term and began moderating his views on some international 
issues. For example, during his second term Reagan adjusted his stance regarding negotiation 
with the Soviet Union over arms control. Cordial relations between Reagan and the Soviet 
leader Mikhail Gorbachev even flourished as nuclear negotiations took place during Reagan’s 
second term. Most spokespeople within the NRR hesitated to harshly criticize Reagan for this 
shift. For the most part these religious conservatives had grown increasingly comfortable in the 
elevated status they enjoyed within the conservative coalition by the mid-1980s. Reagan was a 
popular figure among conservatives, and any outright criticism of him or his policies could 
threaten the standing of religious conservatives vis-à-vis the President and the conservative 
coalition.  
Still, some religious conservatives had their private qualms about Reagan’s shift toward 
a more cooperative relationship with Gorbachev and the Soviet Union. A few, like Rus Walton, 
even spoke out publicly and angrily denounced the President’s shift away from his hard-line 
stance of the early 1980s. Walton called December 8, 1987, “the second day of infamy” – the 
first being the attack on Pearl Harbor in 1941 – because on that day in 1987 Reagan and 
Gorbachev signed the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty. Walton warned that “if 
the INF is followed” then the United States would have to “abandon [its] capacity to intervene,” 
isolating itself on its own continent because it will be “forced to withdraw from Europe.”109 
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However, angry words from religious conservatives toward Reagan came in rare bursts from 
only a few of those associated with the NRR.  
 
The End of the Cold War and the Beginning of the Conspiracy 
 
 Despite the dire warnings and exaggerated rhetoric about the communist threat to the 
United States and the rest of the world, America managed to escape what some conservatives 
feared to be its fate as the “last of the falling dominoes.” Instead of a continuous march of 
Soviet expansion that many feared might culminate in the destruction of the United States, in 
1989 the world watched in stunned amazement as the Berlin Wall came down and a dramatic 
end came to the decades-long Cold War. Not only had the United States somehow managed to 
survive the communist threat, but it appeared that the country had emerged victorious from the 
long struggle between the United States and the Soviet Union.  
Most religious conservatives welcomed the end of the Cold War as much as the rest of 
the world, and they celebrated with the rest of the country in the hope that its end might usher 
in an era of peace. However, the end of the Cold War also brought about a serious dilemma for 
the NRR collectively. As explained in the first chapter, the early Cold War period had blended 
issues of religion and American foreign policy in ways that helped give religious conservatives a 
level of political and cultural prestige and legitimacy that they had not previously enjoyed. Then 
in the late 1970s and early 1980s the religious conservatives in the NRR found common cause 
with the broader conservative coalition that emerged during this period, partially through their 
emphasis on the need to take the Cold War more seriously. Those in the NRR emphasized these 
Cold War issues in order to build on their previous credentials that had been established during 
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the early Cold War period. These types of foreign policy issues – especially those relating to 
godless communism and the battle of the good United States against the evil Soviet Union – 
helped those in the NRR to find common cause with the conservatives who had come to power 
as part of the so-called “Reagan Revolution” of 1980. Yet, when the Cold War ended leaders of 
the NRR no longer had this key element to fall back on as a platform for legitimacy or as a bridge 
to the broader conservative movement.  
 Different figures within the NRR had different reactions to the end of the Cold War. Pat 
Robertson provided the most interesting example of a spokesperson for the NRR grappling for 
some way to remain relevant without the obvious target of the evil Soviet Union to use as a 
rallying point for the NRR and the broader conservative coalition. Robertson’s first reaction to 
the end of the Cold War was outright denial. He did not believe that the conflict had actually 
ended. Instead he asserted that “one of two things is certain.” The first possibility, he explained, 
was that “the CIA and the foreign policy establishment deliberately misled the American people 
about the strength of the Soviet Union so that the United States would continue its Cold War 
levels of wasteful spending.” Robertson himself dismissed this first possibility early in his 
attempts to grapple with the end of the Cold War, but he later returned to this idea with 
renewed enthusiasm. “Much more likely,” Robertson asserted, “the communists have 
deliberately sabotaged the consumer economy for the purpose of lulling the West into letting 
down its military, intellectual, and spiritual guard so that aid would flow, treaties would be 
signed, and alliances would form.” Robertson expressed one area of doubt about the sincerity of 
the change within the Soviet Union by asking “wasn’t it a bit much to believe that those hard-
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liners would suddenly become champions of democracy and capitalism, or that their policy 
organization, the KGB, would support a system to take away their own power?”110 
 Tim LaHaye appeared to agree with this first of Robertson’s several interpretations of 
the end of the Cold War. LaHaye explained that the Soviet Union had only begun implementing 
new policies like “glasnost” and “perestroika” as a ruse. He explained that the Soviet Union 
“desperately needed Western loans, capital investments, and grain subsidies – all of which they 
have now received.” Therefore, he concluded, “it is a tactic to lull the West into making 
concessions until the time has come to move heavily back into totalitarian control.”111 As 
evidence that the Cold War had not really ended and the Soviet Union still posed a tremendous 
threat to the United States and world peace, both Robertson and LaHaye highlighted the 
massive amounts of money that the Soviets continued to spend on their military weaponry. For 
example, LaHaye claimed that in 1991 the Soviet Union “continued to spend 25 percent of their 
annual budget on war materials. State-of-the-art tanks rolled off their assembly plants at the 
rate of three per week, as did their most advanced missiles and MiG-29.”112 Based on such 
figures LaHaye concluded that the Soviet communists “have given up neither their world 
conquest objectives nor the total disregard for human life.”113 
 Despite the initial denial by religious conservatives like Robertson and LaHaye, with the 
collapse of the Soviet Union and the removal of Gorbachev from power they eventually had to 
accept the fact that the Cold War really had ended. Thus Robertson and others ceased to claim 
that the Soviets had only pretended to end the Cold War and finally began to accept the idea 
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that Soviet communism and expansion had truly come to an end. At this point Robertson had a 
brief moment of alacrity in celebrating the end to the evil Soviet Union. Excitedly he began to 
speculate about the missionary possibilities among those who had suffered in spiritual darkness 
behind the Iron Curtain. In realizing this, Robertson asserted that “the momentum toward 
freedom was brought about by God as an occasion for evangelism.”114  
 Despite this apparently brief moment of optimism, Robertson did not dwell on this idea 
for very long. Instead he returned to his statement that the CIA and foreign policy establishment 
had deceived the country about Soviet power and intentions or else the end of the Cold War 
had represented a ruse to lull the United States into a false sense of security. Having concluded 
that the end of the Cold War really had arrived, Robertson began to reexamine his 
understanding of the entire Cold War. In this reexamination he discovered a deep and long 
running conspiracy that had begun even before World War II and was continuing even as he laid 
out his ideas in the mid-1990s.  
Robertson eventually concluded that the entire “so-called Cold War” had been a 
conspiracy, a “false war.”115 He explained that in order to achieve “full employment, rising 
prices, and financial growth, the experts determined that the United States needed some 
mechanism by which roughly 10 percent of our output could be wasted each year.” He went on 
to assert that “a shooting war would accomplish full employment, but its results were 
unpredictable and messy. The ideal solution was a ‘cold war.’”116 In other words “the obvious 
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plan was to drain the resources of the United States in preparation for a war that was never to 
be.”117  
Robertson never clearly defined who, in his opinion, actually conducted this elaborate 
conspiracy. At one point he claimed that “a single thread runs from the White House to the 
State Department to the Council on Foreign Relations to the Trilateral Commission to secret 
societies to extreme New Agers.” 118 At other times he also threw out a few vague references to 
Wall Street bankers and the “American Money Trusts.” At one point he even alleged that this 
vast conspiracy went all the way back to the 1700s, and involved such illusive and mysterious 
groups as the Vatican, the Illuminati, and the Freemasons.119 
For Robertson this newly acquired understanding of such a long-lasting conspiracy 
answered several questions. It helped to explain what he saw as America’s incomprehensible 
failures in both Korea and Vietnam. He explained how, with his newly discovered understanding 
of the false Cold War, Truman’s actions in stopping General Douglas MacArthur’s progress in 
Korea suddenly made perfect sense. The conspirators had to make sure that the United States 
did not achieve a decisive victory in Korea or anywhere else, because “if communism were 
defeated, then there would be no more troops to pay, ships to build, airplanes to become 
obsolete, advanced weapons to develop, or government debt to finance.” As confirmation of his 
suspicions Robertson noted that “we repeated the same mistake in Vietnam. Only, this time I 
knew it was not a policy error but part of a deliberate calculated plan… No other explanation 
accounts for the continuous, ongoing foreign policy ‘blunders’ of the United State for 30 
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years.”120 In other words, the “civilian authorities were actually prohibiting our troops from 
winning… The foreign policy establishment of the United States and its allies would not permit 
this nation ever to ‘defeat’ communism.”121 
Yet the Soviet Union had eventually collapsed, and somehow Robertson had to find a 
way to reconcile his view of the Cold War as an elaborate conspiracy and also explain why the 
conspirators had finally allowed the Soviet Union to crumble and the Cold War to end. 
According to Robertson these events had also not happened by accident but instead 
represented the next step in the conspirators’ plan. “Now that our former communist ‘enemy’ 
has been converted to perestroika and glasnost,” he declared, “we are being prepared for the 
beginning of a new world order under the aegis of the United Nations.”122 Apparently this 
conspiracy to erect the framework for a one-world government had existed for a very long time. 
Robertson explained that “for the past two hundred years the term new world order has been 
the code phrase of those who desired to destroy the Christian faith” and the entire system of 
government under the form of nation-states in order to “replace it with an occult-inspired world 
socialist dictatorship.”123 
Seemingly disparate events such as the end of the Cold War, the collapse of the Soviet 
Union, the creation of the European Union, and the war against Saddam Hussein in the Middle 
East in 1991 together made up the key elements of this conspiracy according to Robertson. “As 
it happens, the recent war in the Persian Gulf served as the convenient backdrop for the most 
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recent announcement of the arrival of a new world order.” He then went on to assert that “the 
Gulf War was, in fact, a setup.”124 
Robertson explained that powerful people in the United States government had known 
of Hussein’s plan to invade Kuwait before it happened but that they did nothing to stop him or 
dissuade him from pursuing this goal. They had not done anything, according to Robertson, 
because they realized that once the Iraqi dictator had taken control of Kuwait and threatened 
the entire Gulf Region, including the vast oil fields in Saudi Arabia and Iran, then he would 
“dominate almost one-quarter of the world’s oil production with which he could have held 
hostage the economy of the entire world.” This reality would frighten every government around 
the globe sufficiently to then force them to unite into a coalition under the banner of the United 
Nations and work together to stop Hussein. “The prospect of a single madman controlling 
commodity prices, energy prices, manufacturing costs, inflation, deflation, unemployment, in 
fact, the economic and political well-being of every human being on this planet is, frankly, too 
horrible to contemplate.”125 
  According to Robertson the United States had given Saddam Hussein “a green light… to 
begin a war” because a “very powerful group, somewhere, wanted it all to happen just the way 
it did to set the stage for something that indeed transcended Saddam Hussein, or Iraq, or 
Kuwait, or even Middle East oil.”126 The events surrounding the 1991 Persian Gulf War set the 
stage for the ultimate goal of this vast conspiracy: to create a powerful one-world government. 
“For out of the War in the Gulf emerged, full blown, what President George Bush and General 
Brent Scowcroft, his national security adviser, have proudly proclaimed as the new world order. 
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In fact,” Robertson asserted, “our president has said publicly that the fate of Kuwait was not the 
main issue. Launching the new world order was the main thing.”127 Somehow, Robertson 
declared, President George H.W. Bush had “become convinced, as Woodrow Wilson was before 
him, of the idealistic possibilities of a world at peace under the benign leadership of a forum for 
all nations.”128 
According to Robertson, the events of the late 1980s and early 1990s occurred in such a 
way as to suggest that all of the pieces had fallen nicely into place to bring about the 
conspirators’ goal of a “new world order.” The timing for all of these events seemed connected 
in Robertson’s mind: “It is as if a giant plan is unfolding, everything perfectly on cue. Europe sets 
the date for its union. Communism collapses. A hugely popular war is fought in the Middle East. 
The United Nations is rescued from scorn by an easily swayed public. A new world order is 
announced.”129 For Robertson the coming of this “new world order” presented several 
disturbing possibilities. However, he focused principally on two particularly troubling goals that 
would have seriously negative consequences. His first concern focused on the economic issues 
of this new world order, because the conspirators’ “principle goal is the establishment of a one-
world government where the control of money is in the hands of one or more privately owned 
but government-chartered central banks.”130  
The second potential outcome of this “new world order” troubled Robertson even 
more. He found biblical prophecies that had predicted the coming of this one-world 
government. Among these prophecies Robertson found that they also spoke of a person who 
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would take control of the entire world by becoming the head of this government entity. “This 
world leader will be the consummate example of a man totally energized by the power of Satan, 
raging in blasphemy against God and His angels, filled with hatred against the people who are 
made in God’s image.” Robertson recognized this individual as the Antichrist of whom the Bible 
had prophesized, and he “will be more terrible than any human leader in history.” Yet, 
Robertson asserted, “despite his evil, the world will be so caught up in satanic deception and 
delusion that it will worship the Antichrist as a god.”131 Fortunately, however, according to the 
Bible, this terrible reality of a one-world government led by the Antichrist will not last long. “The 
good news for us all is that the world dictator is allocated only forty-two months to swagger on 
the world’s stage.”132 According to Robertson and his interpretation of biblical prophecy, after 
this brief period of the Antichrist’s rule the battle of Armageddon would then erupt and this 
would usher in the Second Coming of Jesus Christ. As a result of Christ’s return “the Devil will be 
bound for a thousand years, and the world will enjoy a time of peace and happiness.”133 
This lengthy analysis of Pat Robertson and his views regarding the end of the Cold War, 
the 1991 Persian Gulf War, and the “new world order” have been included because they offer 
several important insights into broader issues related to the foreign policy views of many within 
the NRR. First, Robertson’s words provide a prime example of the dilemma that many in the 
NRR faced at the end of the Cold War. With the end of this global conflict the spokespeople for 
the NRR suddenly lost America’s common evil enemy of godless communism which had 
animated many of their foreign policy views and had provided them a degree of legitimacy 
regarding these foreign policy debates. One can see in Robertson’s various conspiracy theories a 
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series of increasingly desperate attempts to grasp at anything that would restore his and the 
NRR’s position of legitimacy in issues of foreign policy. For example, according to many religious 
conservatives like Robertson the Bible had prophesied of a worldwide conspiracy, involving a 
one-world government headed by the Antichrist. If the rise of this so-called “new world order” 
were part of the sequence of events described in biblical prophecy as part of the “end of days,” 
then in Robertson’s view this could serve as a new platform of legitimacy for those in the NRR. 
Many Religious conservatives like Tim LaHaye, Rus Walton, Jerry Falwell, John Hagee, and Pat 
Robertson felt confident that they had a unique and unparalleled understanding of biblical 
prophecy and its role in international relations. Thus Robertson and others in the NRR believed 
that religious conservatives could and should retain their foreign policy prestige in order to 
remain in a position to provide valuable insight into these new international developments that 
had connections to prophecies laid out in the Bible. 
Secondly, Robertson’s increasingly complex interpretations of the Cold War and all that 
would follow manifest a prime example of the tendency among many in the NRR to resort to 
conspiracy theories in order to explain their views and reconcile them with various 
developments in the world.134 For example, in order to explain the Cold War Robertson 
eventually labeled it a “false war” and a conspiracy. He then coupled this conspiracy with a 
larger development involving the Persian Gulf War as a springboard to launch the “new world 
order” and set up a one-world government of which the Antichrist would eventually take 
control.135  
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One can clearly see how Robertson’s depiction of the conspiracy about the coming “new 
world order” quickly became enmeshed with biblical prophecies and religious icons such as the 
Antichrist, the battle of Armageddon, and the Seconding Coming of Jesus Christ. This 
phenomenon was not unique to Robertson. Many in the NRR often came to rely on various 
aspects of biblical prophecy to supplement and inform their views of foreign policy issues. 
Robertson simply served as a prime example of this tendency in his analysis of the end of the 
Cold War and the “new world order.”136  
Lastly, in Robertson’s discussion of the coming “new world order” he repeatedly warned 
of the probability of the nations of the world giving up their individual sovereignty, dissolving 
their national forms of government, and submitting to a “one-world government.” This 
seemingly ever-present fear of a coming global system under a single governmental entity 
permeated the writing of many within the NRR, including such religious conservatives as Tim 
LaHaye, Jerry Falwell, Pat Robertson, Rus Walton, John Hagee, Carl McIntire, and John Eidsmoe. 
Such warnings from religious conservatives about super-national organizations regularly 
referred to prophecies in scripture, and very often members of the NRR explained in great detail 
how such a one-world system would ultimately culminate in a powerful anti-Christian 
movement led by an antichrist figure that would persecute believers and destroy all forms of 
religious faith around the world. As a result of these types of views, most spokespeople within 
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the NRR had a deep seated suspicion of any efforts toward super-national organizations such as 
the United Nations or the European Union.137    
 As with many of their other foreign policy ideas, this general dislike of the United 
Nations and other super-national organizations coincided nicely with the foreign policy views 
held by many conservative leaders within the larger conservative coalition. Like many in the 
NRR, many conservative leaders shared a generally unfavorable opinion of the United Nations in 
particular, but often for very different reasons than those of the NRR spokespeople, whose fears 
were largely based on their understanding of biblical prophecy. Instead, these secular-minded 
conservatives focused principally on the issue of national sovereignty and the freedom of 
powerful nations like the United States to act unilaterally to protect their own interests and 
security in their critique of the United Nations. Many nonreligious conservatives feared that any 
involvement in international organizations like the United Nations infringed upon a individual 
nation’s sovereignty and restricted its freedom to act on the international stage – thus they did 
not support American involvement in such endeavors.138  
                                                          
137
 Falwell, America Can Be Saved, 27; LaHaye, Battle for the Mind, 26-27, 58, 72-78, 93-122; LaHaye, The 
Coming Peace in the Middle East, 141; LaHaye, The Beginning of the End, 177, 180-183; McIntire, Rise of 
the Tyrant, 117-118; McIntire, Outside the Gate, 7, 25, 39; Robertson, Americas Dates with Destiny, 223, 
290; Robertson, New World Order, 6-8, 54-58, 109-114; Robertson, The New Millennium, 265-266; 
Walton, Biblical Solutions to Contemporary Problems, 327-335; Walton, One Nation Under God, 178-181; 
Wilbur Smith, This Atomic Age and the Word of God (Boston: W.A. Wilde, 1948), 12, 41, 169-176, 185-198, 
210, 217-218; Eidsmoe, 209-212; Viguerie, 2, 142, 226-228; Pierard, 156, 169-170; Weigel, 54, 61, 69; 
Boye,r 119-120, 148, 175; Inboden, 52-53, 57-58, 86; Lahr, 44-45; Sept. 30, 1954 Letter from L. Nelson Bell 
to Miss Jean Forsythe, Bell Papers, Box 24, Folder 4, BGCA; Oct. 1, 1960 Letter from L. Nelson Bell to Karl 
R. Bendetsen, Bell Papers, Box 24, Folder 4, BGCA; NAE Resolutions adopted in 1960 and 1962, 
Zimmerman Papers, Box 43, Folder 6, BGCA; April 13, 1959 Article by Wilbur Smith entitled “The Biblical 
Vision of Peace,” in Christianity Today, Christianity Today Papers, Box 16, Folder 20, BGCA; Billy James 
Hargis, Communist America – Must it Be? (Tulsa, OK: Christian Crusade, 1960), 121. 
138
 Kirkpatrick; Moynihan, A Dangerous Place; Podhoretz, The Present Danger; Kristol, “Symposium;” 
Reagan, Reagan Diaries. 
180 
 
 
Apart from a general disdain for the United Nations, those in the NRR shared many 
other foreign policy ideas with those in the larger conservative coalition. Religious conservatives 
made common cause with the growing conservative movement by adding their voices to those 
of other conservatives who also advocated that the United States return to a stronger and more 
aggressive Cold War stance. Those in the NRR, like many other conservatives, believed that the 
United States needed both a stronger military and an increased willingness to use force to stand 
up to enemies around the world. They also shared a similar bipolar worldview that pitted the 
good United States against an evil Soviet Union. Likewise, they shared the view that the United 
States needed to abandon policies of détente and peaceful coexistence, emphasizing instead 
the need to at least return to a policy of Containment if not a more aggressive stance aimed at 
“rolling back” communism. 
 As one might note from this quick review of these foreign policy ideas that many in the 
NRR shared with those in the larger conservative movement, much of the basis for their general 
agreement on foreign policy rested on issues surrounding the Soviet Union and the Cold War. 
However, when the Cold War ended, the members of the NRR had to either find other areas 
wherein their foreign policy views overlapped nicely with other conservative groups or risk 
losing their credibility on foreign policy within the conservative coalition and possibly within the 
political culture of the United States entirely. Therefore, after the Cold War ended many within 
the NRR searched for other areas within American foreign policy debates where they could have 
a voice and help to bolster the conservative movement. Fortunately for them, they managed to 
find something that fit the bill: America’s relationship with the State of Israel.139  
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Chapter 4 
Race, Poverty, and Paternalism 
The New Religious Right’s Views on American Foreign Policy and the Third World 
 
On January 12, 2010 a devastating earthquake hit the impoverished country of Haiti, 
leaving over 300,000 people dead and nearly an equal number injured. The quake destroyed 
hundreds of thousands of buildings and left homeless approximately a million people, most of 
whom had already lived well below the poverty line even before this terrible event struck the 
island.1 As the world watched this tragedy unfold Pat Robertson, a prominent spokesperson for 
the New Religious Right (NRR), offered a unique and controversial explanation for the various 
problems in Haiti. His theory addressed both the long-running problems that the country had 
faced for centuries such as political corruption and widespread poverty, as well as the more 
recent problems such as the 2010 earthquake. According to Robertson ever since gaining 
independence from the French in 1804 Haiti had been "cursed by one thing after another" 
because those who initially fought to free themselves from French rule had, in Robertson’s 
words, made "a pact [with] the devil. They said, 'we will serve you if you will get us free from the 
French.' True story. And so, the devil said, 'OK, it's a deal.'”2 
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Robertson went on to discuss the spiritual problems on the island, such as the 
widespread practices of voodoo. He then asserted that these unholy acts, such as the early pact 
with the devil and the continued belief in voodoo, had led to the many problems that Haiti 
faced, including the recent earthquake. He even compared Haiti to its closest neighbor, the 
Dominican Republic, and highlighted the contrast between the two countries. "That island of 
Hispaniola is one island. It is cut down the middle; the one side is Haiti on the other is the 
Dominican Republic." Yet even on this same small island, Robertson noted, the "Dominican 
Republic is prosperous, healthy, full of resorts, etc. Haiti is in desperate poverty.” Then 
Robertson offered his opinion of how the people of Haiti could solve many problems and at the 
same time benefit from the terrible earthquake that had occurred: “They need to have… a great 
turning to God and out of this tragedy I'm optimistic something good may come.”3 
 Robertson’s words evoke several interesting questions relating to his and the NRR’s 
views regarding race, poverty, and foreign aid to impoverished countries. Possibly the most 
interesting of those questions concerns how the religious views of members of the NRR effect 
their opinions regarding problems such as poverty and racial strife in the underdeveloped 
countries of the world. In the example above Robertson blamed most of Haiti’s problems on 
spiritual corruption, which he felt originated with Haiti’s Faustian bargain at the time of its 
independence. One might then ask if other impoverished countries also suffered under similar 
curses as a result of their moral corruption and their lack of spiritual enlightenment. After all, 
according to many spokespeople within the NRR, the United States had received enormous 
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blessings from God because of its righteousness; and God had begun to take away such divine 
assistance as a result of the declining levels of spirituality and righteousness in the country over 
the past few decades. One might therefore ask whether this formula of righteousness leading to 
prosperity and unrighteousness leading to poverty also applied to other nations besides the 
United States and Haiti. 
 On the issue of race, many people have accused the NRR of various sorts of racism and 
bigotry.4 Nevertheless, few spokespeople for the NRR ever publicly presented overtly racist or 
violently bigoted views. Many of these religious conservatives grew up in areas of the southern 
United States known for its long history of deep racial resentments, and a few religious 
conservatives may have continued to privately harbor some of these attitudes even after 
segregation ended. Yet little evidence exists to support the view that the leaders of NRR 
harbored outright feelings of antagonism or hatred toward those of racial or ethnic backgrounds 
different from their own. Some, like Jerry Falwell, even went out of their way to assure everyone 
of their love for all of God’s children regardless of race or ethnicity, asserting that “we are 
committed to the total freedom of all Americans regardless of race, creed, or color.”5 However, 
it is worth noting that a few conservative religious institutions like Bob Jones University refused 
to admit African-American students up until the 1970s and prohibited interracial dating and 
marriage well into the 1980s.6  
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Nevertheless, the collective attitude of the NRR regarding issues of race, poverty, 
foreign aid, and religion did not hinge on such simplistic concepts as hatred, overt racism, or 
blatant bigotry. Instead, many within the NRR exhibited a much more subtle form of 
condescension in their attitudes regarding these issues. Most in the NRR did not express deep 
and genuine enmity toward those of different races; nor did they outwardly appear to simply 
hate or despise either poor people within the United States or those in the various third-world 
countries around the world. Instead the NRR expressed subtle feelings of belittlement toward 
the poor in particular, and to a lesser extent toward those of different races and ethnicities. 
Such feelings often manifested themselves in various forms of disparagement of the poor and 
non-whites. Religious conservatives meanwhile highlighted their own superiority by lecturing 
their “inferiors” about elements of economic success and righteousness. In addition, they often 
accompanied this with an emphasis on their “Christian” responsibility for patronage and 
charitable assistance toward less fortunate individuals and countries. Such pronouncements 
often and quite naturally led to references regarding American superiority and an accompanying 
emphasis on the nation’s history of righteous exceptionalism.  
As a result of these views, many in the NRR adopted an attitude of delicately assumed 
superiority toward the poor and those of different racial or ethnic backgrounds. One can find 
evidence of this in the words and phrases that many religious conservatives used when speaking 
about poor and/or non-white people. Yet this sense of superiority over these inferior groups did 
not usually cause those in the NRR to hate or want to act violently toward them. Instead it 
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kindled a sense of duty to help and aid these “less fortunate” individuals and groups; much like 
the combined sense of dominance and duty that a parent would feel toward a young child.  
In addition to these views one might also add a deep-seated sense of resentment and 
disquietude that often appeared when those in the NRR spoke of the poor, whether they 
referred to those impoverished groups within the United States or around the world. Such 
resentment partially came from the self-imposed sense of duty and responsibility which they 
had adopted. At times they referred to this responsibility as an unwanted burden that they had 
to bear grudgingly. In such instances their words echoed the sentiments expressed in Rudyard 
Kipling’s poem entitled The White Man’s Burden when he spoke of “the hate of those ye guard” 
and “all the thankless years.”7 At other times their resentment sprung from feelings of betrayal 
at the disrespect and ingratitude of these lowly beneficiaries – either inside the United States or 
around the world – when they did not proffer sufficient levels of respect and obedience in 
exchange for all the help that these ungrateful people received. 
Taken together these various sentiments combined in the collective consciousness of 
the spokespeople of the NRR to spawn what can most accurately be labeled as an underlying 
attitude of paternalism. This overarching image of a superior patron offering assistance, 
protection, and other much needed help to an inferior client stood at the center of much of the 
NRR’s collective views regarding issues of race, poverty, and foreign aid. In other words, 
members of the NRR saw themselves, their co-religionists, their socioeconomic counterparts, 
and their country as the benefactors to the world. Together this collective group of individuals 
and their nation provided economic and military assistance, protection, guidance, and other 
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essential goods and services to the needy, both within the United States and around the world. 
In return these religious conservatives expected acknowledgement, loyalty, and gratitude from 
these lowly people who received so much from them.  
  
White Supremacy, Paternalism, and Christian Virtues 
 
 Analyzing the evolving attitudes regarding racial issues in the United States among 
religious conservatives provides helpful insight into the views of those within the NRR. The 
debate over segregation received a great deal of attention from many religious conservatives 
beginning in the 1950s when the Civil Rights Movement began to challenge this policy. Analyzing 
the various views expressed by religious conservatives during the 1950s and 1960s regarding the 
issue of segregation provides valuable insights into the origins and evolution of the racial 
attitudes and social views of many religious conservatives within the NRR.   
 Many of the religious conservatives who made up the NRR came from southern areas of 
the United States where segregation had its deepest roots and where the nation’s racial discord 
manifested itself in the most egregious ways. However, this did not automatically make all 
religious conservatives dogmatic bigots. Many of these religious conservatives took their 
religious faith and ideals to heart. Many earnestly grappled to square their beloved gospel and 
other religious principles such as the universal brotherhood of man, the exhortation to “love thy 
neighbor,” and God’s unconditional love for all people with their social and intellectual 
environment. They lived in a time and place where African-Americans were regularly portrayed 
as dangerous and inferior. Most of these religious conservatives claimed to follow Jesus Christ. 
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Many of these religious conservatives sincerely internalized the Christian ideals of love and 
charity and some even recognized how racial antagonism contradicted their religious beliefs. 
For example, the Reverend Robert McNeill pointed out that one of the key points of 
Christian doctrine clearly undermined several notions that segregationists held dear. He 
explained that “when I accept God as Lord of life I must accept as sacred the creaturehood of 
men and in so doing I have no right to either act or judge myself or my kind superior to 
anyone.”8 Another clergyman, T.M. Benson, went even further on this point, arguing that 
“people and churches who claim a special and intimate relationship with the God of the Bible 
and Jesus Christ, who practice and tolerate race prejudice are now revealed as something less 
than Christian in their total commitment.” Benson went on to label racism as “an evil that 
compounds all the wickedness of pride, greed, hate and fear.”9 Several other religious leaders 
from this era likewise spoke out against racism and segregation, calling them “unchristian” and 
“un-American” as well as comparing such attitudes to those of contained in the hate-filled 
ideology of Nazism.10 
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Yet, many religious conservatives did not make such a dramatic shift in their thinking 
and instead clung stubbornly to their heritage that emphasized notions of racial hierarchy. Not 
surprisingly, many conservatives in the 1950s and 1960s responded to calls for desegregation 
and racial equality by accusing Civil Rights leaders of harboring secret communism sympathies. 
Oddly, such assertions had a certain undeniable logic. The reasoning went like this: communists 
claimed to seek an unnatural form of social leveling and economic equality for all people. 
Similarly the Civil Rights leaders desired to destroy the system of racial hierarchy under policies 
of segregation and to place everyone on the same level of equality. In this sense, according to 
their critics, Civil Rights leaders shared many of the same goals as the communists and therefore 
deserved to be labeled as such.11 
Instead of acquiescing to cultural pressure and acknowledging the “unchristian” nature 
of racist and segregationist sentiments as others had done, many traditionalists attempted 
increasingly strained intellectual acrobatics in order to try to harmonize their Christian beliefs 
with these long-held social and political views regarding the hierarchy of race. For example, in 
order to get around the issue of Christian brotherhood and the need to love all of God’s children 
the prominent Reverend, Christian radio broadcaster, and president of the International Council 
of Christian Churches, Carl McIntire simply rejected the entire notion of “the universal 
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brotherhood of man” as “an unscriptural doctrine.” Instead he argued that “it is Christ who has 
divided mankind and separated the believer from the unbeliever.” 12 Therefore, he concluded 
that “race segregation is not an evil thing per se.”  
McIntire went on to point out that “the most segregated people the world has ever seen 
were the Jewish believers. Was it then, and is it now sin? If so, then God commanded sin!” And, 
he continued, following the example of the Jews, “the Christian church is a separated, holy, 
segregated people… This is segregation. The separation that the Bible requires between those 
inside the church and those outside the church on the basis of belief and unbelief is also 
segregation.”13 Furthermore, McIntire emphasized that God himself had geographically 
segregated and the separated the various races throughout the world. Therefore, he asserted, 
“segregation or apartheid is not sin per se; if so, then God is a big sinner, for He certainly did in 
His providence segregate races and nationalities and colors.”14  
Other religious conservatives during this period attempted to present their support for 
continued segregation as a benevolent endeavor to help the African-American people and to 
maintain the purity of both the black and the white race. Taking this paternalistic tone, one 
religiously conservative author, Thomas Miller, wrote that those who advocated desegregation 
and equality were “doing the negroes a great disservice by encouraging them to believe that 
they can attain a position of social and political equality with the white race, which I believe will 
never be.” Instead, he insisted that segregationist policies and “laws would not humiliate the 
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negro if he understood where his place was and stayed in it.”15 Miller did not stand alone in 
presenting such an attitude of paternalism and superiority. Many shared such sentiments about 
the inherent inferiority of the black race and all non-white races more generally. Over and over 
they couched their attitudes in a sense of responsibility to protect and help these “lesser” 
people.16  
Even if they were sincere in their conviction that segregation would help African-
Americans maintain their own separate cultural and racial integrity, that conviction reflected an 
attitude of paternalism and white superiority. There were numerous examples of religious 
conservatives exposed their underlying assumption of superiority and their paternalistic 
attitude. In these examples religious conservatives often asserted their unsolicited authority to 
speak for the African-American community, putting words in their mouths, and suggesting what 
would be best for them, without any actual input from those for whom they claimed to speak. 
For example, Carl McIntire insisted that “men can be brothers in Christ and still believe that it is 
better for their families that the children not have social intercourse which may lead to an 
intermarriage between the white and the black.” Speaking on their behalf and without any 
evidence to support his claims, McIntyre concluded that “millions of Christians who are black 
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prefer this.”17 Again, one cannot help but see the tendency of these white religious 
conservatives to speak for and in behalf of the entire African-American community.18   
James Dees offered another example of this common tendency among religious 
conservatives to speak for the African-American community and tell them what was best for 
them without their input. He stated that “I believe that this freedom and justice is more fully 
realized and appropriated by them within the confines of their own race. Breaking down racial 
barriers accomplishes no good.”19 Furthermore, Dees’ words epitomized the aforementioned 
attitude of benevolent Christian paternalism and its accompanying assumption of inherent 
white superiority. After taking upon himself the responsibility of deciding what would be best 
for the African-American community as a whole, he then continued forward in his paternalistic 
reasoning and explained that “it is Christian to try to help the Negro to maintain his integrity and 
to try to maintain white integrity at the same time.”20 
 Words like those of many other religious conservatives, did not betray a vitriolic hatred 
of African-Americans. Nevertheless, their language did imply certain assumptions and attitudes 
of racial superiority. The words of Thomas Miller typified a more easily identifiable version of 
this sentiment. Miller began by asserting his underlying view “that the Negro race is inferior to 
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the white.”21 Yet in Miller’s mind this did not mean that he hated African-Americans. “I don’t 
hate any of them, I hate nobody, I have never learned to hate.”22 Nor did he feel that African-
Americans should be subjected to violence or other forms of inhumane treatment, apparently 
failing to recognize that segregation and discrimination themselves represent a form of violence 
and inhumane treatment. The underlying issue for Miller and for many religious conservatives of 
this period regarding the issue of race and segregation flowed from their overriding desire to 
maintain some form of white supremacy. Miller summed up this sentiment when he stated “it is 
unfortunate that the Negro is in this country, but since he is here, I mean to do all I can, as long 
as I live, to keep him in his place, which is one of inferiority to that of the white race.”23  
Religious conservatives often conflated their desire to maintain white supremacy with 
their emphasis on paternalism. They often couched their paternalistic endeavors under the 
cloak of noble Christian acts such as helping those in need and offering charity to the less 
fortunate. However, these apparently pious acts of assistance came with certain stipulations 
attached to them and they also had a deeper cultural meaning. By playing the role of the 
magnanimous patrons, the givers of these gifts could set the terms and conditions for such 
assistance and charity while appearing to be engaged in God’s work and living up to their 
Christian names. One key condition for such assistance required recognition of the receivers’ 
diminished social status vis-à-vis the patron who offered the help. In other words many religious 
conservatives employed these acts of Christian charity as ways to assert and reinforce asocial 
and racial hierarchy based on white supremacy.  
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While these paternalistic attitudes and the underlying assumption of superiority would 
continue for generations, people began to disapprove of the overt bigotry and harsh racism that 
had often accompanied such views throughout American history. In 1964 Bob Dylan released a 
song with the appropriate title “The Times They Are a-Changin,’” and his words proved to be 
prophetic, at least in terms of the changes that took place during this era relating to attitudes 
about race and racism.24 With the growing strength of the Civil Rights Movement and many 
other social, cultural, and political developments during the 1960s, the national sentiment 
regarding African-Americans and other racial minorities began to shift and they continued to do 
so throughout the 1970s and 1980s. This meant that more and more people became 
increasingly critical of overt racism, segregationist policies, and other forms of discrimination. 25 
As a result of these changes religious conservatives had to either adapt and change with the 
times or find ways to keep the old beliefs and practices alive. Many leaders of the Civil Rights 
Movement, like Martin Luther King Jr., came from religious backgrounds. They often used 
religious ideas and scripture to challenge segregation and other racial discrimination.26 This 
often forced religious conservatives to confront these issues of race and segregation. As a result 
some in the NRR adapted and moderated their views. Meanwhile, many other religious 
conservatives found interesting and creative ways to justify their emphasis on racial hierarchy 
while maintaining that such practices did not conflict with Christian principles.27  
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 However, even many of these traditionalists also adjusted and eventually moderated 
many of their beliefs regarding racial issues, although often in slow and begrudging ways. Yet 
even while some of their views changed, many religious conservatives often stubbornly clung to 
both an underlying assumption of white supremacy as well as a desire to show Christian love 
toward those lesser beings, but to do so from a safe distance. As a result these views 
represented two rather widespread attitudes that many religious conservatives commonly clung 
to long after segregation had ended.28 
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 The foregoing analysis of the racial views of religious conservatives from the 1950s up 
until the 1970s serves several purposes. First, the underlying assumptions regarding race, 
paternalism, and white supremacy of many religious conservatives have been examined in order 
to provide a better understanding of their views and attitudes regarding issues of American 
foreign policy. Their underlying attitudes and assumptions regarding these topics had a great 
deal of influence on their foreign policy views, particularly when they considered such things as 
private missionary and charity efforts, foreign aid to third-world nations, relations with poor and 
non-white nations, as well as many other similar and related issues.   
Having experienced their formative years during the time in which debates regarding 
race and segregation took place, the religious conservatives during this period often grappled 
with the changing social, political, and cultural environment of the 1960s and 1970s. One 
example of this type of adaptation and adjustment toward racial issues within the NRR came 
from the prominent NRR spokesperson and Reverend Jerry Falwell. Early in his career Falwell 
had condemned the Civil Rights Movement, and made an ironic statement that would later 
come back to haunt him. He claimed that “preachers are not called to be politicians, but to be 
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soul winners.” 29 Furthermore, he asserted, “the idea of religion and politics mixing was created 
by the devil.”30 Early on, Falwell had opposed the Civil Rights Movement and its goal of racial 
integration. This helped to explain his criticism of African-American preachers like Martin Luther 
King, Jr. and other Civil Rights leaders for their tendency to combine their religious ideas with 
their political message of equality.  
Yet, as times changed and America’s cultural landscape shifted, Falwell eventually 
admitted that he had made a mistake. “I criticized pastors of the Civil Rights movement. Now I 
find myself doing the same thing and for the same reasons they did. Step by step we became 
convinced that we must get involved.”31 From that point on, Falwell made a concerted effort not 
to appear racist or to make statements such as he had made earlier which some might construe 
as demeaning or unkind toward the African-American community. He even went so far as to 
insist “that equal education and employment opportunities are available to all Americans 
regardless of sex, race, religion, or creed.”32 Once again recognizing that he and other religious 
conservatives had not always stood on the politically correct side of this issue, he added that 
“fundamentalists have been woefully negligent in addressing this issue.”33  
 Despite what seemed like honest and sincere attempts to get beyond the attitudes 
regarding race that he himself recognized as harmful and undesirable, by the 1980s Falwell had 
only partially succeeded in distancing himself from these notions. For example, when speaking 
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of African-American protesters he made a statement that on its face might not seem prejudiced 
but which contained several underlying assumptions of paternalism and white superiority that 
Falwell himself may have not even recognized as such. Speaking of protests by those in the 
African-American community, Falwell stated that “I do not blame the Blacks.”34 Instead, he 
asserted, “they are simply the instruments being used at this time by wicked men with wicked 
motives”35 who “have been striving to create a social revolution between the blacks and the 
whites.”36  
In other words, Falwell did not see these African-Americans as being responsible for 
their own actions. Instead, he argued, they had become mere “instruments” of someone else’s 
wishes; puppets without thoughts or feelings of their own. Furthermore, according to Falwell’s 
words, their protests did not really reflect the true convictions of the African-American 
community. As Falwell himself explained: “As a matter of fact, I personally feel that the majority 
of American Blacks deplore what is going on.”37 Although Falwell may have made such 
assertions without intending to suggest such things, his words betrayed an underlying 
assumption of African-Americans’ inferiority and their inability to act or think for themselves; 
they needed a patron of some kind to guide, protect, and educate them.   
Jerry Falwell was hardly the only individual within the NRR to express such subtle – and 
sometimes not so subtle – sentiments of superiority and paternalism. Many in the NRR made 
similar statements that on the surface appeared innocuous and inoffensive but contained 
certain assumptions about the inferiority of African-Americans and those of other racial and 
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ethnic backgrounds.38 For example, Richard Viguerie, a prominent political strategist and 
spokesperson for the NRR, described how “the upper class, college educated blacks… have led 
blacks down a path of slavery, deceit, and poverty.”39 By making this assertion, Viguerie insulted 
the entire African-American community by suggesting that it blindly and stupidly followed 
ignorant leaders. At the same time Viguerie’s words diminished and ignored all of the many 
great accomplishments that had come as a direct result of the Civil Rights movement. Ultimately 
his words offered yet another example of the not uncommon assumption of white superiority 
among many in the NRR.   
Along similar lines several historians have pointed out that during the late 1970s and 
early 1980s certain political phrases highlighted racial issues and tapped into racial resentments 
without the appearance of overt racism. Examples of this type of “dog whistle” politics included 
references to quotas, busing, affirmative action, and “welfare cheats.” Such tactics deftly 
managed to convey white racial solidarity and subtly speak to the rising “white backlash” that 
had begun to push back against social policies that touched on racial issues. Yet these appeals 
accomplished these things without having to resort to hateful or derogatory racial speech.40 
In solidarity with the larger conservative coalition and manifesting the lingering 
assumptions of white supremacy and paternalism, many spokespeople in the NRR resorted to 
using such “dog whistle” tactics described above. For example, Jesse Helms, the religiously 
conservative Senator from North Carolina, proclaimed that “the battle against forced busing is 
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really a battle for self-determination.”41 Here Helms was not referring to the African-American’s 
right to self-determination such as the right to determine which school they or their children 
would attend. Instead according to his words Helms’ saw the issue of integrating schools as 
being centered on the right of white people to choose not to interact with people of different 
races or ethnicities.  
Helms then followed up this statement with the assertion that “parents, who group 
themselves in neighborhoods and communities based on historic traditions, have the right to 
determine what kind of culture will be the setting for the education of their children”42 
Continuing along his line of reasoning, Helms explained that parents who live in all-white 
neighborhoods had made a conscious choice not to allow their “culture” to mix with that of 
other “cultures.” Therefore, Helms argued, African-American families – who had neither the 
economic means nor the opportunity to live in these white suburban neighborhoods and attend 
the well-funded white schools – needed to recognize and accept their proper place as social 
inferiors in a white-dominated society and respect the choices made by white parents.43  
 
Poverty, Welfare, and Foreign Aid 
 
As evidenced by the example above, the line separating the attitudes of those in the 
NRR on racial issues and their views regarding poverty and welfare programs often became hazy 
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and blurred to the point that often one can hardly distinguish where one ends and the other 
begins. One of the biggest differences between the beliefs commonly held by many religious 
conservatives regarding race and poverty rests on the fact that their sense of superiority, 
resentment, and paternalism often manifested itself more blatantly and abundantly when they 
referred to issues of poverty and foreign aid than when they discussed issues of race. This most 
likely occurred because discussing matters of race had become increasingly delicate in public 
discourse during the decades of the 1970s and 1980s, whereas discussions regarding issues of 
poverty and foreign aid had not. 
Another reason why many religious conservatives often spoke so disparagingly about 
poor people both inside the United States and around the world had much to do with their 
tendency to equate economic success with personal righteousness. According to many religious 
conservatives economic success did not merely reflect an individual’s temporal achievements, 
but in their view such economic success often demonstrated the individual’s deeper spiritual 
health and commitment to God. Conversely they also believed the opposite to be true as well: 
that economic failure bespoke both temporal and spiritual inadequacy. Therefore, those in the 
NRR often associated poverty with sinfulness, laziness, and immorality. The religious historian 
Michael Lienesch has emphasized this point, explaining that religious conservatives often 
“equate economic enterprise with moral virtue, they tend to see success as synonymous with 
wealth... By the same token, they describe poverty as punishment, frequently deserved by dint 
of moral and spiritual failings.”44  
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Additionally, the religious conservatives in the NRR invariably elevated capitalism to the 
level of the only God-approved and divinely sanctioned economic system. The words of Jerry 
Falwell showed both the emphasis on hard work as a religious virtue and the divinity of the 
capitalist system quite clearly when he asserted that “the free-enterprise system is clearly 
outlined in the Book of Proverbs in the Bible. Jesus Christ made it clear that the work ethic was 
part of His plan for man.”45 Echoing this sentiment the religiously conservative economist, 
author, and spokesperson for the NRR, David Chilton, explained that the commandment, “thou 
shalt not steal” showed God’s endorsement of private property and the capitalist system.46 
Chilton then went on to assert that righteous, successful, and “godly cultures have the ‘Puritan 
work ethic’ deeply ingrained into their natures, and this has notable effects in economics: rising 
productivity, rising real wage rates, and accelerating dominion over every area of life.”47 
As a result of this emphasis on private property, capitalism, and a good work ethic, 
many religious conservatives naturally opposed large government-run welfare programs. 
According to many in the NRR, these types of social experiments represented a form of 
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socialism. In the Book of Genesis God commanded Adam to work to support himself and his 
family, stating: “In the sweat of thy face shall thou eat bread.”48 And in the Book of Matthew 
Jesus explained the parable of the talents, wherein those who were given “talents” and 
improved upon those “talents” were rewarded with more wealth and success, while those who 
did nothing with their “talents” received no reward.49 Many in the NRR believed that these and 
other Bible verses demonstrated that God endorsed a capitalist system that rewarded hard 
work and individual initiative. Therefore, many believed that individuals ought to enjoy the fruits 
of their labor, rather than redistribute the nation’s wealth and reward idleness through 
government hand-outs. 
Furthermore, many religious conservatives argued, government welfare did more harm 
than good. The words of the prominent author and spokesperson for the NRR, Tim LaHaye, 
epitomized this sentiment when he asserted that “no other system has been devised that would 
have a more stultifying impact on creativity and human initiative… Continuously guaranteed 
welfarism is the worst human demotivator ever conceived by government.”50  
The words of John Eidsmoe, another author and spokesperson for the NRR, added 
further clarification to the point that LaHaye made above. Eidsmoe explained that government 
“welfare programs are often counterproductive and self-defeating” because “instead of creating 
independence, they create dependence.”51 As a result, Eidsmoe concluded, a government 
welfare system “too easily locks its recipients into a life-style of unemployment and 
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noninitiative.”52 Jerry Falwell echoed the sentiments of both LaHaye and Eidsmoe when he 
decried the fact that “we now have second- and third-generation welfare recipients.” Such 
programs, Falwell continued, “have reared a generation that understands neither the dignity nor 
the importance of work.”53  
One of the important assumptions underlying the attitudes regarding poverty and 
welfare among many in the NRR again hinged upon a sense of superiority, evidenced in the 
examples above. Many religious conservatives tended to perceive poverty as a manifestation of 
some type of moral failing. In their view people usually became or remained poor either 
because of laziness or as a result of unrighteous choices that then prevented them from 
receiving God’s blessing. For example, when discussing the poor John Eidsmoe referred to them 
as “parasites,”54 and Jerry Falwell stated that “I don’t believe we ought to feed that lazy, trifling 
bunch lined up in unemployment offices who would not work in a pieshop eating the holes out 
of donuts.”55 Therefore, many in the NRR seemed to feel that the hardworking, righteous, and 
economically successful people in the United States had a right to look down upon and lecture 
the poor.56  
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Nevertheless, in view of the fact that the vast majority of religious conservatives in the 
NRR believed fervently in some form of Christianity, they did not altogether reject the notion of 
helping the poor and other individuals in need. Most other non-Christian religious conservatives 
also believed in the basic ideas of helping those in need. In fact most of them seemed to agree, 
at least in principle, with Eidsmoe’s assertion that “while the Bible imposes no guilt upon those 
who are wealthy, it does impose an obligation to help those who are in need.”57 Many in the 
NRR therefore emphasized that Christians and other religious believers had the responsibility 
and duty to help the poor, but they emphasized that such charity should occur voluntarily, not in 
the form of government welfare programs.58 
Among their many complaints about the national welfare system, one of those most 
often repeated by those in the NRR had to do with the fact that its source of revenue came from 
coerced government tax revenue rather than from voluntarily charitable donations. David 
Chilton even went so far as to refer to government as “state-enforced ‘redistribution’ of 
wealth,” which, he concluded, represented an illegal act of “theft.”59 Furthermore, Chilton 
asserted that using American tax dollars to assist other nations also lacked legitimacy because, 
in his words, “foreign aid is ‘charity’ at gunpoint.”60 
This insistence by many in the NRR that any assistance to the poor both within the 
United States and throughout the world come through voluntary charitable acts and not 
through “coercive” government taxation at least partially reflected their desire to assert and 
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maintain their paternalistic authority over those who received the aid. For example, if a 
nameless and faceless government bureaucracy distributed these important goods and services, 
then the recipients would remain confused about who exactly acted as their benefactors. 
Furthermore, such government assistance did not usually come with the explicit terms and 
conditions that a paternalistic religiously based charity organization might enforce.  
The words of David Chilton epitomized this attitude. He started by emphasizing that 
Christians had a duty to “give to charitable causes for the relief of specific needs.” Using a rather 
paternalistic phrase, Chilton explained that such “individual and uncoerced” charity produced a 
“responsibility in the giver.”He then went on to assert that “Biblical charity is personal, prudent, 
and responsible” because it builds “moral character” in both “the givers and the receivers.” He 
then concluded by emphasizing a key element in this patron-client relationship and showing 
how both the patron and the client benefit morally from this voluntary and paternalistic form of 
Christian charity. Chilton argued that it helped the patron because “it genuinely enables us to 
‘bear one another’s burdens.’” Meanwhile the client also benefited not just economically, but 
also morally because this type of charity that had terms and conditions attached “teaches the 
weak to be strong, so that ‘each one shall bear his own load.’”61 In most cases the conditions for 
this type of charity would include stipulations that the receiver clean up his/her life, avoid 
addictive substances such as drugs and alcohol, acknowledge and give respect to his/her 
benefactor, and sometimes such help might stipulate that the receiver attend religious services 
as a condition for continued assistance.   
The words of John Eidsmoe portrayed similar assumptions of both paternalism and 
superiority, yet Eidsmoe expressed his views in distinct and different ways than did Chilton. Like 
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Chilton, Eidsmoe put great emphasis on the Christian “obligation to help the poor.” However, 
unlike Chilton, he focused on the problem of making sure that the charitable acts did not 
produce unintended consequences. “The problem is, how can we help them in a way that really 
does help them.”62 According to Eidsmoe, Christians should not waste their time helping 
everyone. Instead, he asserted, they must carefully “distinguish the deserving poor from the 
undeserving poor.”63  
In both of these statements one can easily note the underlying assumptions of 
paternalism and superiority. Basically, Eidsmoe and many other religious conservatives were 
confident that they knew better than did the actual people who asked for help what these poor 
and disadvantaged people really needed. Meanwhile, they intended only to help those 
“deserving poor” who would accept and live up to the terms and conditions of the proffered 
assistance. Otherwise the patron-client relationship would crumble and the charity would be 
wasted on the “undeserving poor.”64    
This helps to explain why so many in the NRR expressed such deep resentment at having 
to pay taxes that went to support government welfare and foreign aid programs. They resented 
having little control over where the money went or what the beneficiaries did with it. 
Furthermore, they missed out on the important opportunity of using such charity as a means to 
remind the lowly masses of their patronage and to enforce their authority as benefactors. As 
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Jesse Helms put it, we are “being fleeced by the patrons [i.e. government] of the indolent and 
unproductive of this country; and the federal government, like the conquistadores of old 
exploit[s] the American worker so as to subsidize almost every other country in the world.”65 
Most importantly, one can clearly see these same assumptions of paternalism and 
superiority when many in the NRR spoke about the poor people in other countries as well. For 
example, when Pat Robertson talked about the environmental and ecological destruction going 
on around the world, he laid much of the blame on poor people and poor countries. “Of course 
the poor neither know nor care about ecology. When the trees go, the topsoil also goes… The 
beautiful natural paradise that existed there were [sic] devastated by these thoughtless 
marauders.” Yet, Robertson did not necessarily hold the people who committed such acts 
responsible for their actions. Like a parent shaking his or her head at the foolish act of an 
ignorant child, Robertson merely pointed out their folly and explained why they needed further 
instruction in order to keep them from repeating such foolish mistakes. In answering his own 
question as to why they had destroyed the environmental resources of their own country, 
Robertson simply stated that it was “because they were ignorant of the repercussions of what 
they were doing.”66  
In similarly paternalistic tones Robertson spoke specifically of the irresponsible actions 
of the “unlettered and untrained leaders of Zaire.”67 Although he singled out the leaders of Zaire 
as a specific example, Robertson explained that their actions typified the failed efforts of many 
other leaders of poor nations around the world. He, therefore, concluded that the leaders of 
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Zaire acted much “like those of other third-world countries.”68 In a strange twist, the corrupt 
strongman who ran Zaire from the 1965 until 1997, Mobutu Sese Seko, was actually America’s 
most reliable anti-communist ally in Africa throughout much of the Cold War. Yet Robertson 
neither acknowledged nor seemed to care about this fact. Instead Robertson chided these 
ignorant and lowly third-world leaders for recklessly taking on massive debt for “monumental 
development projects, ill-conceived public works, and sophisticated weapons.”69 He even 
concluded with the assertion that powerful global forces have done the world generally, and the 
African people specifically, a disservice by “push[ing] the nations of Africa prematurely into 
freedom.”70 In his mind these poor, uneducated, and backward people remained woefully 
unprepared for the responsibilities and challenges that came with independence and self-
governance. True to the paternalistic mentality shared by many in the NRR, Robertson’s words 
seem to suggest that the people of Africa would have benefited from continued tutelage under 
the guiding hand of colonial patrons such as Britain and France. 
As a result of the combined opposition to government welfare in general and the 
tendency to view the people in third-world countries as uneducated and irresponsible, many in 
the NRR naturally opposed having American tax dollars enter these countries in the form of 
foreign aid. Charles Stanley, an author and spokesperson for the NRR, presented a 
representative statement of this opposition by asserting: “I don’t mind paying taxes, but I do 
have a problem when the White House sends $5 million worth of food to communist Laos.”71  
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Meanwhile David Chilton showed how many of the same problems with government 
welfare within the United States applied to money shipped overseas. “Foreign aid produces 
irresponsibility and dependence. Capital is turned over to be spent by people who do not bear 
the cost.”72 Echoing the complaints of other religious conservatives regarding government 
welfare programs and how such assistance fostered of a cycle of dependence and 
irresponsibility, Chilton showed how some of those same problems applied to foreign aid 
programs. “If you are spending your own money, you have an incentive to be careful, and to 
make sure that it is invested in productive, profitable enterprises.”73 Furthermore, he explained, 
one could not trust the recipients of this assistance to spend it wisely both because they had not 
earned the money themselves and because they did not have adequate education, training, or 
background to show them how best to use it. “Foreign aid beneficiaries are spending other 
people’s money, and thus much of it goes to prestigious and wasteful government projects.”74  
Another point of opposition that many religious conservatives raised when discussing 
the large amounts of American foreign aid going to countries around the world resulted from 
their specific religious views. The beliefs of many religious conservatives emphasized the 
connection between righteousness and economic prosperity, which led them to conclude that 
rather than simply handing over foreign assistance in the form of money and goods, the best 
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way that they could help these impoverished nations would be by sharing their religious beliefs 
with the people living in the third world. Many believed that such evangelism would not only 
save the immortal souls of the people there, but it would also help resolve some of the social, 
political, and economic challenges in these areas and allow these poor countries to prosper. 
Furthermore, the economist and religious conservative, John Stott explained “if one has to 
choose, eternal salvation is more important than temporal welfare.”75 Therefore, he concluded, 
“no social programme should ever be undertaken unless it is accompanied by evangelism.” 76 
Many religious conservatives agreed with Stott’s assertion that evangelism provided 
more valuable and longer-term assistance than economic aid. Most who truly believed in some 
sort of religious salvation would probably agree with Stott on this point. As a result of this view, 
many religious conservatives agreed that economic aid ought to take a back-seat to what they 
saw as the more valuable missionary efforts throughout the world. Such assertions further 
betray an underlying belief in their own superiority, a belief that caused many religious 
conservatives to embrace another version of paternalism. Such assumptions manifested 
themselves in the conclusion, reached by many religious conservatives, that the best way they 
could help the poor people throughout the world would be to share with them the religious 
beliefs of those in the NRR. Such an assertion showed an attitude which belittled and even 
ignored the pleas of people in these impoverished nations who desired economic assistance for 
their basic needs; they had asked for food and shelter, not religious conversion. Those in the 
NRR who adopted this mentality elevated themselves to a position of telling poor people what 
they needed, rather than listening to their requests for help. Thus the view of many religious 
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conservatives came across as: “We know better than you do what is good for you; so don’t try to 
tell us what you need. Instead we will tell you what you need.”  
The most extreme version of this belief in the need for religious conversion rather than 
economic assistance came from David Chilton. He asserted, without any caveat or exception, 
that any “culture that engages in long-term rebellion against God’s law will sink to the level of 
abject poverty and deprivation.”77 In addition, he argued, such “ungodly culture perishes. They 
suffer terrible disease, and are politically oppressed. This is how God controls heathen cultures: 
they must spend so much time surviving that they are unable to exercise ungodly dominion of 
the earth.”78 Similarly, according to Chilton, the converse situation also held true, asserting that 
“God physically blesses the nation that obeys Him.”79 He even went so far as to state that 
“natural disasters are considerably lessened” inside the borders of righteous nations.80 As 
evidence of this he pointed to the fact, that throughout history “no Protestant culture has – yet 
– been plagued by famine.”81  
Based on this framework in which God consistently rewards righteousness with 
economic prosperity and punishes wickedness with poverty and devastation, Chilton concluded 
that “the most important fact about poor pagans is not that they are poor, but that they are 
pagans.”82 Therefore, he argued, “if pagans are truly to be helped, they and their culture must 
be converted to the Christian faith.”83 Furthermore, he asserted, giving the unconverted poor 
economic assistance without first converting them to the gospel reflected not only a waste of 
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money and effort, but might also represent a sin against God. Because, Chilton explained, “if we 
seek merely to neutralize the effects of God’s righteous judgment upon them, we are 
manifesting contempt for Him.”84 Thus Chilton concluded that “our major concern must be to 
reconcile the heathen to the God whom they have offended. The problem is religious; the 
solution is religious as well.”85 This attitude rested upon an assumed paternalistic view that 
many in the NRR shared. They genuinely believed that “poor people need the Gospel. The truly 
liberating message of the salvation provided in Christ must sink down into their inner-most 
beings, changing their perspectives completely. They must become disciplined, obedient to 
God’s law.”86  
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Liberation Theology, American Exceptionalism, and the Language of Superiority 
 
 Much like the tendency among many religious conservatives to dismiss and belittle the 
pleas for financial assistance and other forms of government welfare by impoverished groups – 
both within the United States and around the world – so, too, did most leaders of the NRR 
respond negatively to the advocates of liberation theology and their calls for increased social 
action. Many religious conservatives saw this liberation theology movement as simply another 
form of Marxism diabolically couched in religious terms. For example, Rus Walton, an author 
and prominent spokesperson for the NRR, described liberation theology as “the gospel 
according to Marx” and “an unholy marriage between Marxism and Christianity.”87  
Bill Conard, another politically active religious conservative and the editor of the 
Christian publication Continente Nuevo, explained why so many religious conservatives viewed 
liberation theology with such distaste. He argued that “liberation theology has adopted a 
Marxist concept of reality” because according to liberation theologians “personal sin… is caused 
by oppression and exploitation rather than vice versa. Thus, the underlying cause for man’s sin is 
basically social corruption and salvation comes from eliminating old social orders.”88 Therefore, 
many religious conservatives like Conard felt that liberation theologians fundamentally 
misunderstood the gospel and particularly the doctrine of the fallen state of human beings – 
which, in their minds, functioned as the real root cause of sin. Thus, according to many in the 
NRR, these Marxist theologians ignored the Fall and instead put too much emphasis on unjust 
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social structures and the need to remove corrupt political systems, rather than concentrating on 
salvation through grace and obedience to God’s word.89 
 Many religious conservatives also took issue with the message of liberation theology 
because its focus on social and political injustice, particularly in countries throughout Latin 
America, often cast the United States and its allies in a bad light. For example, John Eidsmoe 
asserted that “liberation theologians often rather naively make the United States and/or the 
capitalist system the scapegoats for all of the world’s problems.”90 He continued by explaining 
that “liberation theologians tend to be very naïve about the nature of communism.” Eidsmoe 
further argued that one could easily recognize this problem of a pro-communist bias among 
many liberation theologians in the way that “they emphatically denounce U.S. aggression in 
Vietnam or Grenada or Nicaragua, but they blindly ignore Soviet aggression in Afghanistan, 
Czechoslovakia, or El Salvador.”91 
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 For many American religious conservatives liberation theology had become yet another 
of the many examples of people – both inside the United States and around the world – who 
attempted to place the bulk of the blame for all of the world’s problems upon their beloved 
nation. For example, one prominent liberation theologian named Orlando Costas denounced the 
United States for its actions in Vietnam and its role in helping to remove Salvador Allende, the 
elected leader of Chile, from power.92 Furthermore, Costas went on to point out the hypocrisy of 
the United States, which was manifest in its claim to defend freedom and democracy while at 
the same time offering widespread support to various brutal and corrupt regimes around the 
world that denied basic human rights to its citizens.93 The growing number of such accusations 
engendered a desire among many in the NRR – and other conservatives – to stand up and 
defend their country against the attacks of these liberation theologians specifically and against 
anyone who would besmirch the reputation of the United States more generally.94  
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 As part of their effort to defend the nation’s actions, to mollify its collective guilt over 
such issues, and to rebuild its overall political confidence, particularly in matters relating to 
foreign policy, those in the NRR put a great deal of emphasis on the inherent superiority, or 
“exceptionalism,” of the United States. For example, Rus Walton defended the country by 
stating that “some people sneer at the United States and call it stingy and selfish. Yet, no nation 
has ever given so freely of its substance – its wealth, its production, and its resources.”95 Echoing 
these sentiments, Senator Jesse Helms asserted that “probably the most outstanding 
characteristic of the American people historically has been their magnanimity and generosity to 
those afflicted by famine, disaster, and want.”96 
 According to many in the NRR, such selflessness and charity comported with the 
historically good and righteous character of the country. Furthermore, as a wealthy and 
powerful nation, the United States had the duty to help those “lesser” nations throughout the 
world. The words of John Eidsmoe typified the paternalistic attitude – which many in the NRR 
shared – that naturally flowed from this sense of American superiority and exceptionalism. 
Eidsmoe asserted that “God has blessed America more abundantly than he has ever blessed any 
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nation in history. These blessings entail a responsibility to help the poorer nations of the 
world.”97 God, the ultimate patron, had blessed America and helped it to prosper throughout 
the years. Now the United States must follow suit by becoming the patron to the world in 
reaching down to lift up weak, backward, and impoverished countries. 
However, Eidsmoe’s coupling of paternalistic compassion and American superiority did 
not stop there. He continued in his thoughts regarding the American duty to reach out and help 
the impoverished nations of the world. Yet he also showed an important moment of hesitancy 
that betrayed a deeper feeling of ambivalence regarding this duty – or what at times might have 
felt more like a burden – of patronage. Eidsmoe suggested that “the best means of promoting 
human freedom abroad might be our own example, a society that is free, yet strong and 
orderly.”98 Such words manifested yet another rather obvious aspect of the connection between 
the religious right’s emphasis on American exceptionalism, its link to notions of paternalism, and 
their emphasis on America’s duty to protect, educate, and succor the rest of the world.99 
 Nevertheless, Eidsmoe’s attempt to highlight the value of America’s “example” betrayed 
a dilemma and sense of ambivalence that many in the NRR shared regarding issues of foreign 
aid and other assistance to the third world. On the one hand they felt a strong and genuine 
desire to help those who were less fortunate and who needed such assistance. Yet, on the other 
hand many religious conservatives felt a deep resentment and frustration toward these poor, 
ignorant, unconverted, and backward people around the world. Therefore, Eidsmoe’s 
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suggestion that America’s example as a beacon of liberty offered an attempt to bridge this 
chasm. It provided a way in which those in the NRR could show love and provide assistance to 
the poor people in the third world, but to do so from a safe distance.100  
 One can see further evidence of this ambivalence in the way religious conservatives 
spoke about the beliefs, practices, and follies of these “lesser” people. Yet at the same time a 
genuine desire to help people manifested itself in many of the words and statements of these 
religious conservatives. For example, the words of Harold Lindsell, the editor of Christianity 
Today and a prominent religious conservative, typified the dual sense of a paternalistic desire to 
provide assistance to those in need coupled with an assumption of superiority shared by many 
other religious conservatives. Like many in the NRR, Lindsell took great issue with the notion 
that capitalism or multinational corporations had caused the various problems in these 
backward and impoverished third-world nations such as India. Instead, he argued, in the case of 
India, the situation “has been like this for centuries.”101 Manifesting yet another example of 
both a paternalistic desire to help and an underlying assumption of superiority, Lindsell asserted 
that the problems in India have their “roots in the Indian caste system which is derived from its 
pagan religions such as Hinduism with its callous disregard of human life.”102 Furthermore, he 
argued that the religious beliefs of Hinduism, which prohibited people from killing and eating 
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cows, added to these problems of poverty by claiming that “the fact that millions of cattle roam 
the cities and fields of India untouched by a people short on protein cannot be overlooked.”103  
 Lindsell’s cultural ethnocentricity did not end there. He also asserted that the United 
States, its multinational corporations, and the Western world did not deserve to be “branded as 
the source and cause for many of the third world’s problems.”104 Not only were such accusations 
totally unfair, he asserted, but these groups “have done far more good than they have done 
evil” and “third world nations would be far worse off economically without them.”105 To further 
illustrate his point, Lindsell pointed to the Indian caste system and their traditional custom of 
suttee. He described this as the “practice of a widow being burned on the funeral pyre of her 
husband as a sign of devotion to him.”106 Lindsell argued that not only did these backward, 
discriminatory, and unenlightened practices not come from Western colonization or 
multinational corporations, but, he explained, the good people of the West had actually worked 
long and hard in an effort to try to put an end to such reprehensible traditions in places like 
India.107  
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For the Greater Good: Client States and Human Rights 
 
 In order to illustrate more precisely how these paternalistic assumptions affected the 
foreign policy views of many within the NRR, it may be helpful to examine a few specific 
examples. The first example relates to the common view shared among many religious 
conservatives in which they often saw and thought of poorer or weaker nations as client-states 
of the wealthy, powerful, and benevolent United States. Therefore, many in the NRR recognized 
both the need and the responsibility to offer help to these weak allies who depended upon the 
United States. This recognition yet again brought out the deep ambivalence and dilemma that 
many in the NRR felt. On the one hand many in the NRR resented giving American tax dollars to 
foreign countries as economic aid. Yet those in the NRR also did not want to stand by and watch 
as one third-world country after another fell under the control of Soviet communism. Therefore, 
many of these religious conservatives begrudgingly admitted that the United States had a duty 
and burden as the patron of the free world to protect and support anti-communist regimes 
around the world, even if that meant giving American tax dollars to “undeserving” and 
“unrighteous” nations in the form of foreign aid. 
 John Eidsmoe typified this paternalistic, yet ambivalent, attitude when he spoke of how 
best to determine where American foreign aid should go. “We should not aid communist 
nations or other enemies of the United States. While it is true that many of those nations are in 
dire need of help, aid to communist nations merely strengthens the hand of their communist 
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oppressors.”108 On the other hand, he argued, “we have plenty of friendly nations who need and 
deserve our help instead.”109 Possibly the most important part of Eidsmoe’s assertion came from 
his assertion that certain nations need our help.110 By stating this sentiment so clearly he 
expressed the underlying paternalistic assumption upon which much of the NRR’s thinking 
rested. Much like when a father sees the helpless state of his children and he immediately feels 
the instinct to protect and assist them, so too did many religious conservatives  genuinely 
believe that these poor, weak, and backward nations could not overcome their problems alone; 
they needed America’s help. 
 Echoing Eidsmoe’s sentiments and offering another example of the attitudes described 
above, the prominent author and spokesperson for the NRR, Francis Schaeffer, described the 
many benefits that the United States nuclear and military arsenal had provided to nations 
around the world. Schaeffer highlighted the notion that allies of the United States needed to 
“spend less for defense than they would have to spend if it were not for the U.S. nuclear 
presence.”111 He argued that American military power had not only helped many third-world 
countries, but that it had even contributed to “Europe’s economic prosperity.”112 Schaeffer 
asserted that due to American military protection, “Western Europe has been able to put less 
money into defense and more into economic build-up.”113 Some might also add America’s Asian 
allies like Japan, Taiwan, South Korea, and the Philippines to this list of countries that diverted 
money from expanding their defense capabilities and used it instead to improve their economy 
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due to their heavy reliance upon American military protection. In this way the United States 
acted as the ultimate benevolent world patron, not only by generously giving vast sums of 
foreign economic assistance, but also by acting as a powerful yet kindly global protector.114  
Along these same lines, Pat Robertson emphasized the need for the United States to 
“stand by all our democratic allies.” 115 Implied, but unstated, in this assertion, Roberts and 
other religious conservatives similarly advocated that the United States also stand by its 
“undemocratic” allies as well. Furthermore, he argued “we must not break faith with those who 
are risking their lives – on every continent, from Afghanistan to Nicaragua – to defy Soviet-
supported aggression.”116 Robertson also warned that poor, uneducated, and newly 
independent countries especially needed protection and assistance from the United States: “The 
African people fighting to rid themselves of European colonial rule were particularly vulnerable 
to Marxist-Leninist doctrine.”117 According to Robertson, without the wisdom and experience of 
superior nations like the United States to act as patrons and protectors to these “vulnerable” 
third-world countries, they would either naively believe the communist propaganda or they 
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would weakly give in to communist threats. Either option would result in their falling under 
Soviet domination. Robertson then argued that the communists clearly understood this 
vulnerability and that as a result “Russian embassies and consulates in every African nation 
became outposts of Soviet expansionism.”118  
 Even though many religious conservatives recognized the important role that things like 
foreign aid and other types of American assistance played in supporting allies and helping to 
keep third-world nations from falling under Soviet domination, many of them still felt 
resentment and anger about having to hand out so much foreign aid money. Much of this 
animosity seemed to come from the fact that many religious conservatives perceived a high 
level of ingratitude among the people and nations who received so much from the United 
States. In the view of many within the NRR, these third-world countries benefited not only from 
the millions of dollars that the government sent them but also from the military protection and 
other forms of assistance and patronage that America offered. Nevertheless, these ungrateful 
third-world recipients hardly recognized such kindness, and some even rose up and fought 
against the regimes that were allied with the United States. The words of Senator Jesse Helms 
epitomized the collective exasperation of the NRR at the audacity of these third-world 
malcontents when he stated that “anyone who thinks we are going to reap any harvest of 
gratitude and cooperation from these client states is hopelessly naïve.”119    
Not only did these third-world beneficiaries of American patronage not voice their 
appreciation, according to many in the NRR, but they quickly became greedy and manipulative 
in their dealings with their benefactor. Much like the complaints of religious conservatives 
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regarding welfare recipients within the United States, Helms and others argued that the 
beneficiaries of American foreign assistance quickly came to expect such hand-outs and as a 
result “aid becomes a way of life.”120 Then, rather than offering any kind of thanks, they instead 
demanded even more money. These third-world clients did this, according to Helms, by 
threatening to abandon the United States and its Western allies and join with the Soviet bloc 
unless they got more assistance. In Helms’ words, “recipient nations find that by plotting an 
ever-more-leftward course, they can quietly blackmail Uncle Sam into raising the stakes.”121 
At least part of the resentment among those of the NRR toward these third-world 
clients came from their sense that these recipients of United States assistance failed to live up to 
their end of the paternalistic bargain. According to the paternalistic understanding that many 
religious conservatives carried with them into matters of American foreign policy, United States 
foreign aid to these third-world recipients came with certain terms and conditions. Therefore 
they saw things in terms of a patron-client relationship, which rested on an agreement that the 
United States as patron would provide economic aid, military protection, and other types of 
support and assistance in exchange for the loyalty, gratitude, and respect of these weaker 
client-states.122  
 According to their paternalistic view, the United States had every right to ask for 
support and loyalty from these poorer and weaker recipients of American tax dollars, military 
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protection, and other forms of assistance. But they asserted that these client-states had not 
kept their end of the bargain. As Rus Walton argued, “today we spend billions of dollars and 
station hundreds of thousands of our armed forces in foreign lands around the world in an effort 
to keep the Western world free and provide it with a measure of security.”123 In addition to this 
the United States also gave billions of dollars in foreign assistance. And yet the little that the 
country did ask for in return for its generosity often came to naught and instead provoked anger 
and resentment from the very people that the United States had tried to help. As a result, one 
conservative publication exclaimed, “most Americans are skeptical about our multi-billion dollar 
foreign aid programs. With good reason! They see little return for our largesse over the years. 
Indeed, Uncle Sam’s generous handouts seem to have generated more greed than gratitude.”124  
Many religious conservatives pointed to the United Nations as evidence of this 
breakdown of the patron-client relationship. They felt a deep sense of betrayal because of their 
perception of a general lack of support from the third-world nations within the international 
organization – many of which had received a great deal of economic and military assistance 
from the United States. Epitomizing these feelings of resentment and frustration at the 
unfulfilled obligations of America’s client-states – at least in regards to their duty to support the 
United States by consistently lending them their votes at the United Nations – Rus Walton 
complained that “the maddening aspect is we continue to send foreign aid and loan money to 
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many of those nations which consistently vote against us.”125 Similarly, Pat Robertson typified 
some of the same thoughts and feelings that many in the NRR shared when he asserted that 
“the nonaligned nations, which make up the majority of the United Nations delegations, vote 
with the communist line fully 85 percent of the time in the General Assembly. In 1987, member 
nations voted with the United States only 18.7 percent of the time.”126  
Echoing the sentiments of Robertson and Walton, Richard Viguerie also decried the 
failure of America’s allies and client-states to live up to their end of the paternalistic bargain by 
remaining loyal and supportive to their patron. For example, Viguerie explained, in its efforts to 
free the American hostages being held in Teheran since 1979, “the Carter administration begged 
the United Nations to adopt economic sanctions against Iran,”127 but unfortunately it got little 
support from supposed American allies within the U.N. Furthermore, even when the United 
Nations finally did adopt some measures against Iran, Viguierie complained that “most of our 
allies have refused to impose the sanctions across the board.”128  
Beyond the lack of support among allies at the United Nations, many religious 
conservatives also pointed out the unjust and one-sided financial arrangement under which the 
United States paid a lion’s share of the United Nations’ costs, yet received little of the benefits 
from such patronage. As Rus Walton complained “from 1945 to 1965, the United States 
taxpayers paid forty percent of the U.N. budget. The level of that assessment was gradually 
reduced to twenty-five percent by 1974.”129 Continuing along these same lines Walton griped 
that “the total annual budget for the U.N. and its various agencies and commissions is 
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approximately four billion dollars. The United States supplies about twenty-five percent of that 
or about one billion dollars.”130  
Perceiving insult as well as injury, Walton further explained that no other nations paid 
anywhere close to this much money to support the United Nations. In making this point, he 
complained that “the USSR’s assessment is less than thirteen percent; Japan’s, ten percent; 
West Germany, eight percent; Great Britain, five percent… Oil rich Saudi Arabia pays just over 
one-half of one percent.”131 And the injustice, according to Walton, did not end there. He 
continued to complain of the disparity and inequality in the funding for the United Nations by 
asserting that “of the one hundred fifty nine member states, one hundred eleven accounted for 
two percent of the total budget. The bloc of one hundred twenty Third World and non-aligned 
nations contributes nine percent of the total budget – but, that bloc has three-fourths of the 
vote in the U.N. General Assembly.”132    
In addition to this inequality of funding and resources, Walton also argued that “there is 
no equity in the representation at the United Nations… no such thing as one-man, one-vote.”133 
For example, he pointed out, “more than one-half of the nations in the UN have fewer people 
than the population of New York City. One-fifth of the UN members have populations of less 
than two million each.”134 However, according to the political structure of the United Nations, 
each country got a single vote, regardless of population or how much money they contributed. 
Under the paternalistic assumptions of many religious conservatives like Walton, it seemed 
unfair that each of the votes of the tiny, weak, and backward nations “in the General Assembly 
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is equal to that of the United States.”135 In addition to the fact that he did not feel that these 
client-states ought to receive equal votes or equal status to that of the United States, he also 
felt that they had not kept their end of the paternalistic bargain because “most of the time their 
votes support the Soviet Union.”136  
Walton and other religious conservative critics of the U.N. apparently either did not 
understand, or chose to ignore the fact, that the U.N. General Assembly lacked decision-making 
or enforcement power. Thus, even if the United States often did not get the support for which it 
asked in votes in the U.N. General Assembly, as many conservatives argued, this hardly 
constrained or frustrated the national interests of the United States since, the General Assembly 
lacked any real power or enforcement mechanisms. Furthermore, they failed to acknowledge 
the much more powerful role of the U.N. Security Council, where the United States held both a 
permanent seat as well as veto power. 
 Along with their anger and resentment over the failed patron-client relationship at the 
U.N., many religious conservatives grew skeptical of and unhappy with President Jimmy Carter’s 
foreign policy shift, which focused particularly on issues regarding human rights. Initially such an 
emphasis seemed like a good idea because it could serve as a weapon against the Soviet Union 
and highlight its widespread human rights abuses. However, eventually most religious 
conservatives, as well as many others on the political right, turned against Carter’s emphasis on 
human rights as a major part of his foreign policy agenda because they increasingly perceived 
that it had backfired against the United States and its allies.137  
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The emphasis on human rights highlighted a key aspect of perceived American 
hypocrisy, particularly in its relationship with the third world. The United States claimed to stand 
for liberty, democracy, justice, and many other noble ideals. However, many of America’s allies 
did not live up to these ideals. As patron, financier, and protector of many undemocratic and 
brutal regimes throughout the world, the United States expediently turned a blind eye to the 
on-going abuses that its allies committed. Yet Carter’s focus on human rights brought such 
human rights abuses to the forefront of the world’s attention, highlighting many examples of 
American hypocrisy and expediency regarding this issue of human rights. Furthermore, the focus 
on human rights abuses by allies of the United States had also given critics new ammunition that 
they could use to embarrass and undermine America and its allies. For example, the growing 
criticism of rampant and systematic human rights abuses in Iran and Nicaragua played an 
important role in helping to undermine and eventually topple their respective leaders, 
Mohammed Reza Shah Pahvali and Anastasio Somoza, who had both acted as strong and 
stalwart allies to the United States.138   
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 As a result of these and other criticisms of Carter’s human rights focus, many in the NRR 
and throughout the conservative movement quickly turned against the new policy. One of the 
biggest and most often repeated complaints that many religious conservatives and others made 
regarding Carter’s human rights policy focused on what many labeled its “double standard.” 
John Eidsmoe explained what he and others meant by this criticism when he argued that many 
people, particularly those in the “media and the academic community employ a double standard 
here.”139 For example, he argued, “they vociferously condemn human rights violations in anti-
communist nations such as Chile, Argentina, El Salvador, the Philippines, or South Korea,”140 
nations that all had close and friendly relations with the United States. However, according to 
Eidsmoe, these critics of the United States and its allies “have a blind spot toward far more 
blatant human rights violations in communist nations.”141 In other words, these religious 
conservatives felt that too many people had focused too much attention on the human rights 
abuses of regimes allied with the United States while ignoring the rampant injustices within the 
Soviet Union and other communist countries.142 
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In addition to this supposed double standard, many religious conservatives suggested 
that demanding that its clients reform their system of government would violate the terms and 
conditions of their patron-client relationship. According to many in the NRR, the United States 
had every right to expect cooperation, loyalty, and gratitude from these beneficiaries of 
American foreign aid and protection. However, this relationship had never entailed any 
agreement regarding human or civil rights, increased democratization, or tying the hands of the 
military and police within the client-state because such demands for change might destabilize 
key American allies. For example, John Eidsmoe explained how this sudden new emphasis on 
human rights had undermined this unspoken agreement, which had led many un-democratic 
allies of the United States to feel betrayed and unfairly maligned. “President Carter’s outspoken 
pronouncements on behalf of human rights in allied nations irritated many of our allies, may 
have driven them further from American influence, and did little, if anything to bring about any 
actual improvement in human rights in those nations.”143 
Many in the NRR feared that using American assistance to pressure allies into 
implementing reforms could easily backfire. For example, demanding that these countries allow 
increased liberty such as free speech, the freedom of assembly, habeas corpus, and a free press 
would undermine these regimes by making it much more difficult for them to silence internal 
critics, deter Marxist revolutionary sentiment, and maintain stability within their borders. 
Furthermore, forcing such authoritarian regimes to implement dramatic reforms such as 
democratization or the rule of law could have dangerous and unintended consequences. Part of 
this fear came from their assumptions of superiority and paternalism, which led many religious 
conservatives to have little faith in the possibility that the people in these third-world nations 
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could govern themselves without the strong hand of an authoritarian regime. As a result, they 
feared that if given the opportunity the ignorant, backward, and easily manipulated voters in 
these undeveloped nations might be duped into electing a left-leaning reformer or worse. Such 
a scenario was not as far-fetched as one might imagine. It had happened with Jacobo Arbenz in 
Guatemala in 1954 and with Salvador Allende in Chile in 1973. In both instances the United 
States had intervened indirectly and helped the local military forces to overthrow these 
democratically elected leaders because of the perception that these new left-leaning leaders 
would not sufficiently conform to America’s anti-communist policy.144  
 Instead of adopting what they saw as a naively idealistic attitude that advocated 
democracy and human rights for everyone, most religious conservatives clung to an older more 
pragmatic and paternalistic notion regarding the people in the third world. They highlighted 
such paternalistic sentiments by arguing that the United States could best help the poor and 
oppressed people of the world by stopping communism and working to support anti-communist 
regimes that might eventually allow gradual democratic and human rights reforms. Assuming a 
position of superiority, many religious conservatives sent a clear signal that they knew what was 
best for the oppressed peoples of the world and that in due time the United States would 
eventually solve the problems of injustice and authoritarianism. For example Eidsmoe asserted 
that “by establishing close relationships with these nations, we may be able to make more 
progress in human rights through quiet, backdoor methods.”145 In the mean time, religious 
conservatives discouraged people in the United States and abroad from criticizing right-wing 
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dictators, even if they regularly violated basic human rights, because they served the greater 
good as allies in the fight against godless communism.  
In addition to this, Eidsmoe also explained that although abuse and injustice did exist in 
the un-democratic but anti-communist nations allied with the United States, it paled in 
comparison to the conditions that prevailed under communist regimes. He argued that “while 
some of our allies have flawed records on human rights, the alternative may be worse. Cuban 
dictator Battista was far from perfect, but there was much more freedom under his rule than 
today under Castro.”146 Eidsmoe continued making these comparisons, acknowledging that 
“Diem and Thieu may have abused human rights in South Vietnam... [and] unquestionably the 
Shah of Iran was repressive… [and] Somoza was probably a heavy-handed dictator in 
Nicaragua.” Nevertheless, he argued, “their regimes did allow some measure of freedom,” 
which, according to many in the NRR, made them much less oppressive and therefore less 
reprehensible than the totalitarian and communistic regimes that replaced them.147 This idea 
had originated with Jeane Kirkpatrick, an ambassador to the United Nations and an early 
neoconservative voice. Her explanation of the important distinctions between “authoritarian” 
and “totalitarian” regimes gained her a great deal of prominence within the conservative 
coalition, and as a result many religious conservatives adopted some of her views.148 
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These tortured explanations defending America’s alliances with brutal and repressive 
dictators grew, at least partially, out of an underlying assumption of superiority and paternalism. 
In asserting such views these religious conservatives took upon themselves a mentality which 
supposed that they knew what was best for those living in these third-world countries. In 
addition, this perspective of superiority also took for granted the notion that the United States, 
the wise and mighty patron, had a grander view and a more informed understanding of the big 
picture. Therefore, from this lonely perch the religious conservatives – and by extension the 
United States – could more fully comprehend the “greater good,” as well as what needed to 
happen in order to protect the world from communism and other threats.  
These religious conservatives did not invent these notions. Their attitude reflected many 
of the same ideas as that of President Franklin Roosevelt in his apocryphal quote regarding the 
Nicaraguan dictator Anastasio Somoza Garcia – the father of the Nicaraguan dictator who was 
forced out of power by the Sandinistas in 1979. In reference to this brutal tyrant, Roosevelt 
supposedly stated that “he may be a son of a bitch, but he is our son of a bitch.”149 Whether he 
actually said this or not remains less important than the idea it conveyed. Much like the attitude 
of those in the NRR that has been described above, Roosevelt’s assertion expressed the idea 
that Somoza represented the lesser of two evils. Although brutal, corrupt, and undemocratic, 
Somoza remained a staunch and reliable anti-communist ally. Therefore, the country could turn 
a blind eye to his unfavorable attributes in order to ensure stability and prohibit the spread of 
Marxist revolutions in the region.  
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In addition to the parallel between Roosevelt’s reputed quotation and the religious 
conservatives’ defense of other American allies, one should also note the similarity in their 
emphasis on duality and a bipolar world. One can find some evidence suggesting an assumption 
of bipolarity in Roosevelt’s words. His statement implied that each third-world leader would 
either be “our son of a bitch” or he would be the client of some other country, possibly an 
enemy of the United States. Those in the NRR adopted an even more hardened emphasis upon 
duality and bipolarity in issues relating to American foreign policy. For example, John Eidsmoe 
epitomized this when he explained that “when we look at the human rights records of our allies, 
we need to ask, ‘What is the alternative?’ Usually the choice is limited freedom under an anti-
communist ruler, or no freedom at all under communism.”150 For many in the NRR these 
represented the only two options, and therefore from a position of paternalistic superiority they 
and their country had chosen the lesser of the two evils for the greater good of the world and 
the people therein.151 
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The NRR’s emphasis on duality and bipolarity, coupled with its underlying assumptions 
of paternalism and American superiority, helped to clarify several aspects of its criticism of 
Carter’s human rights policies. According to many religious conservatives, Carter’s emphasis on 
human rights had backfired because it exacerbated elements of guilt about America’s foreign 
policy. This had helped to undermine the status and role of the United States as the supreme 
global patron. For example, a patron should not have to apologize for making difficult decisions 
like supporting anti-communist dictators for the greater good of stopping the spread of 
communism; nor should these lowly and uninformed third-world beneficiaries question or 
criticize a powerful and far-sighted patron like the United States. In the view of these religious 
conservatives the United States acted as just such a patron, which meant that its understanding 
surpassed that of its client-states. Therefore they ought to humbly and graciously accept its 
decisions without complaint or criticism. This attitude of many religious conservatives helps to 
explain their disdain for Carter’s human rights policies. 
This view of America’s relationship to the rest of the world also helped to inform and 
shape the NRR’s general opposition to returning the Panama Canal to the lowly Panamanians. In 
1977 President Jimmy Carter negotiated a treaty which promised that the United States would 
return control of the Panama Canal to the government of Panama in 1999. Many conservatives, 
including most spokespeople for the NRR, reacted angrily to this development and opposed the 
Senate’s ratification of the Torrijos-Carter Treaty. The reaction of many of the religious 
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conservatives to this proposal yet again exposed their underlying assumptions of superiority and 
paternalism.  
 One of Carter’s reasons for negotiating the treaty and agreeing to return the Canal 
reflected his desire to improve America’s relations with the third-world. Returning the Panama 
Canal, many argued, would boost the nation’s image globally and show that the United States 
recognized its third-world allies such as Panama as equal and trusted partners. Many religious 
conservatives despised Carter’s attempt to appease these third-world countries by such means. 
In their view the United States had no need to apologize, and they mocked such sentiments. For 
example, Harold Lindsell wrote that “in many places around the globe, the United States’ 
control of the Panama Canal is looked upon as a part of an imperialistic pattern.”152 Dismissing 
this quickly he asserted that “certainly the United States cannot be thought of as an imperialistic 
nation.”153 Echoing this sentiment Charles Stanley mockingly explained that “we have been told 
that giving the Panama Canal back to the Panamanians was a sign of generosity and security in 
our strength.”154 He then dismissively concluded that “we are fooling ourselves to believe 
that!”155  
In addition to their general dismissal of the wisdom of returning the Canal as a 
magnanimous gesture to the rest of the world, many religious conservatives also put great 
emphasis on the fact that the United States had successfully built, managed, and protected the 
Panama Canal over several decades. The nation’s long and successful proprietorship, they 
argued, showed America’s ingenuity and competent stewardship which entitled it to continued 
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ownership and oversight. As Jesse Helms explained, “the people of the United States bought and 
paid for the Panama Canal. It was built with funds provided by the American taxpayers and 
constructed by the engineering genius of our people.”156 Throughout the many years since its 
construction, he continued, “we have managed it to the great advantage of all the maritime 
nations of the world.”157 Therefore, he concluded, “the property is ours, by treaty and by 
purchase.”158 
 In contrast to the exemplary stewardship that the United States had shown since the 
Canal’s completion in 1914, many religious conservatives cast doubt on whether the 
Panamanians could even manage such a vast undertaking on their own. Many also worried that 
handing the Canal over to the Panamanian government might jeopardize its security. It seemed 
like such a dramatic step as relinquishing American control over the Canal might have, as 
Reverend W.M. Jackson wrote in his letter to the Southern Baptist Convention, “facilitated 
communist domination of Latin America.”159 Meanwhile another conservative publication 
suggested that “we were about to give away the Panama Canal to a tinhorn dictator with 
communist connections.”160  
Behind these types of innuendos lay deep assumptions that the Panamanians could not 
successfully manage, protect, or oversee the Canal. Such assumptions yet again betrayed 
underlying attitudes of superiority and paternalism. Whether intentionally or not, these 
arguments implied that either the Panamanian leaders had all secretly joined with the 
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communists and would deliberately give the Canal to the Soviets, or they were simply a bunch 
of inept half-wits who, despite their best efforts, could neither keep it functioning properly nor 
out of the hands of the Soviets. Either way this attitude conveyed the message that those in the 
NRR saw the Panamanians – and by extension many other third-world countries – as 
incompetent and untrustworthy. Furthermore, the examples above also suggested that the 
people of Panama would not have been successful in building, managing, or protecting the 
Canal and thus they should not get control of it. Moreover, the fact that the United States did 
succeed at all of these things showed its superiority. This American exceptionalism, therefore, 
gave the country the right and the obligation to tutor and shepherd these backward, 
incompetent, and untrustworthy nations.161  
 
Conclusion 
 
The foregoing analysis provides various examples of ideas, beliefs, and views that 
combined to undergird and uphold the ongoing assumptions within the NRR that reinforced 
attitudes of superiority and paternalism. Although many different things contributed to this 
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phenomenon, four main elements worked together to function as the foundation of these 
views. The first and possibly most important of these elements came from the religious beliefs 
of those within the NRR. The conviction that theirs represented the one and only true faith, 
coupled with their belief that God rewarded the righteous and punished the disobedient, 
functioned as a keystone idea that undergirded much of their sense of paternalistic superiority.  
The second principle that flowed from this first aspect of religious belief and helped to 
produce this attitude came from the religious conservatives’ emphasis on charity and the 
responsibility to help the less fortunate in the world. Upon these notions of charity and duty 
many in the NRR based their paternalistic attitudes which often assumed an inherent 
superiority. As the giver of such assistance, those in the NRR saw themselves as playing the role 
of patron. Therefore, they felt that this accorded them the responsibility to decide the type and 
amount of assistance that would be provided to those in need, regardless of what such lowly 
recipients themselves requested. 
Third, the deeply held belief in capitalism and the emphasis on economic individualism 
shared by most in the NRR combined with their religious views, which equated economic 
success with righteousness, to reinforce their attitudes of superiority and paternalism. As a 
result of these economic and religious views most in the NRR placed great emphasis on the 
virtues of hard work and obedience to God. They therefore concluded that poor people and 
poor nations suffered the consequences of lacking one or both of these key virtues. In the minds 
of most religious conservatives it seemed obvious that if people worked hard and obeyed God, 
then they would enjoy economic success. However, if they did not do these things, then they 
would inevitable languish in poverty. Such views further upheld the NRR’s views of their 
personal and national superiority because they felt that their economic success had come 
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because of their own personal and national righteousness and hard work. In addition, this also 
reinforced their attitude of paternalism because it led to their efforts to spread their religious 
beliefs and help the poor and backward nations around the world to change their ways and 
enjoy the same success. 
Finally, the NRR’s emphasis on notions of American exceptionalism played a major role 
in reinforcing such attitudes of national superiority. This sense of national superiority led many 
to conclude that as the wealthiest and most powerful nation on earth, the United States had the 
responsibility to function as a global patron by assisting poorer and weaker countries and 
protecting them particularly from the dangers of communism. In return for such patronage, 
those in the NRR placed great emphasis on the expectation that the beneficiaries of such 
protection and assistance owed their loyalty, respect, and gratitude to the United States.   
Although these attitudes of superiority and paternalism remained a common element in 
the thinking of many individuals within the NRR, religious conservatives by no means held a 
monopoly on such assumptions. The words of the 2012 Republican Presidential Nominee and 
former Massachusetts Governor, Mitt Romney, showed that some less self-consciously religious 
conservatives have also adopted certain elements of the ideas examined throughout this 
chapter. On July 30, 2012, Romney visited the State of Israel and in a speech that he delivered 
during his trip he contrasted the economic prosperity inside Israel with the poverty and 
destitution in nearby areas controlled by the Palestinian Authority. In juxtaposing these 
neighboring regions, Romney highlighted the “dramatically stark difference in economic 
vitality.”162 
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The Republican Nominee then attempted to explain what had caused such economic 
disparity between Israel and Palestine. He attributed this “stark difference in economic vitality” 
to two main factors: culture and Providence. First, Romney asserted that “culture makes all the 
difference.”163 He explained that he had found other similar examples of economic disparity that 
he also attributed to cultural differences in juxtaposing the economic situation in the United 
States with that of Mexico, and Romney noted similar parallels when comparing Chile and 
Ecuador. Secondly, Romney also attributed at least part of the reason for Israel’s economic 
success and Palestine’s poverty to “the hand of Providence.”164 Although not part of the NRR, 
Romney’s words echoed many of the assumptions and attitudes commonly found among many 
religious conservatives, which have been discussed throughout this chapter. 
Interestingly, Romney’s identification of the State of Israel as a divinely blessed nation 
also coincided nicely with the views of many within the NRR. They, like Romney, believed that 
God’s hand had intervened and aided the Jewish nation ever since its creation in 1948. For this 
reason and many others, those in the NRR placed great emphasis on the need for the United 
States to support, assist, and protect the State of Israel.  
 
                                                                                                                                                                             
Ashley Parker, “Romney Comments on Palestinians Draw Criticism,” July 30, 2012, the New York Times 
website, accessed Nov. 21, 2012, http://thecaucus.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/07/30/romney-comments-
on-palestinians-draw-criticism/?hp; Philip Rucker, Joel Greenberg, and David A. Fahrenthold, “Romney 
Faces Palestinian Criticism For Jerusalem Remarks as He Heads to Poland,” July 30, 2012, the Washington 
Post website, accessed Nov. 21, 2012, http://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/romney-faces-
palestinian-criticism-for-jerusalem-remarks-as-he-heads-to-poland/2012/07/30/gJQAr5FSKX_story.html 
163
 Ibid. 
164
 Ibid. 
243 
 
 
Chapter 5 
God’s Chosen 
Israel, the Religious Right, and American Foreign Policy 
  
On January 4, 2006, Israel’s Prime Minister, Ariel Sharon, suffered a debilitating stroke 
that induced a coma from which, as of the date of this writing, he has yet to awake.1 Upon 
hearing the news of Prime Minister Sharon’s health complications the following day, the 
prominent religious conservative Pat Robertson claimed that the stroke was “divine punishment 
for dividing God’s land.”2 On his television program entitled “The 700 Club,” Robertson 
explained that God had caused the stroke and thereby punished Sharon because of the Prime 
Minister’s decision to relinquish direct Israeli control over certain occupied areas of the Gaza 
Strip. Robertson asserted that “God considers this land [Israel] to be his… You read the Bible and 
he says, ‘this is my land,’ and for any prime minister of Israel who decides he is going to carve it 
up and give it away, God says, ‘No, this is mine.’”3 Robertson also suggested that Sharon’s stroke 
should serve as a warning to any future leaders who might consider similar actions: “I would say 
woe unto any prime minister of Israel who takes a similar course.”4 
 Pat Robertson’s interpretation of Ariel Sharon’s stroke provoked many questions about 
why an American Christian Evangelical spokesperson such as Robertson might insert himself and 
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his religious interpretations into the medical emergency of an aging leader of a small Jewish 
nation half-way around the world. In other words, one might ask why the American Religious 
Right has such deep and abiding interest in the distant Jewish State of Israel. Furthermore, one 
might wonder why Christian conservatives like Robertson think that God would involve himself 
at all in the affairs of such a nation – one whose Jewish religious and cultural traditions are so 
different from their own Christian beliefs.   
 The American Religious Right’s abiding interest in and strong political support for the 
State of Israel comes as a direct result of their religious beliefs. First and foremost, most of the 
religious conservatives in the United States believe in a premillennialist view that highlights the 
role of the Jewish people and the State of Israel as playing a key role in the coming apocalypse. 
In particular, they believe that Israel will occupy a central position in the biblically prophesied 
Battle of Armageddon and its aftermath, which will lead to the return of Jesus and His thousand-
year millennial reign upon the earth. Second, most religious conservatives believe that God had 
long ago chosen and blessed the Jewish people and has continued to intervene on behalf of the 
Jewish people because of the special role that He has given them. In keeping with these beliefs, 
they saw God’s guiding hand behind the creation of the State of Israel and in the miraculous 
Israeli victory during the 1967 Six-Day War. Therefore, most of these religious conservatives 
have held that turning their backs on the State of Israel or the Jewish people would represent an 
unholy and sinful affront to God.5   
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 In addition to the excitement among religious conservatives over the creation of the 
State of Israel as a sign of the end of days, they also found evidence in biblical prophecy to 
support their Cold War views of the Soviet Union. Because the key to understanding the 
religious right’s attitude toward Israel lies in understanding their religious beliefs regarding the 
Jewish State, the Cold War per se did not determine how religious conservatives viewed the 
relationship between the United States and Israel. With or without the Cold War struggle, 
religious conservatives certainly would have advocated strong support for Israel. However, the 
Cold War did help religious conservatives push for stronger support for Israel by enabling them 
to couch their support it in global Cold War terms and thereby portray the Jewish State as a key 
ally in the fight against communism.  
As part of their conflation of biblical prophecy regarding Israel and their bipolar views of 
the Cold War, many religious conservatives increasingly emphasized their interpretation of 
scripture, which they believed prophesied that the Battle of Armageddon would entail a massive 
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attack against the State of Israel led by the Soviet Union. They depicted this battle in a Cold War 
context, predicting that the good and virtuous Israel would face a mighty and evil coalition of 
Soviet, Arab, and Chinese communist forces. Outnumbered and alone against these many 
enemies, religious conservatives believed that Israel would find itself in a hopeless situation 
until God intervened to save them and show the world His miraculous power. 
 Such interpretations of biblical prophecy melded nicely with the religious right’s 
perception of the Cold War as a fight between good and evil. However, after the Cold War 
ended, religious conservatives faced a challenge in trying to maintain some level of legitimacy 
relating to debates concerning American foreign policy. Their predictions – based on biblical 
prophecy – had to be modified or abandoned as the Soviet Union, the predicted evil invader 
that would threaten Israel with complete destruction, crumbled. Many religious conservatives 
found new enemies, such as Islamic fundamentalist groups, to replace the evil Soviet empire as 
the greatest threat to both Israel and the United States. Such adaptation allowed some religious 
conservatives to maintain some level of relevancy in the realm of American foreign policy. This 
tendency to adapt interpretations of biblical prophecy in order to fit with changes in world 
politics manifested the ability of religious conservatives to reorient their views while maintaining 
some level of credibility and relevancy on such issues. 6  
These examples of adaptations of biblical prophecy in order to fit with changing global 
conditions also showed both the danger and the value of the religious right’s tendency to 
articulate many of its foreign policy views according to their faith-based understanding of world 
events. On the one hand, their absolute belief in the prophecies contained in the Bible gave 
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religious conservatives a unique perspective regarding world events. To be sure, this faith and 
its reliance on vague and confusing biblical prophecies often proved to be problematic and 
imprecise to say the least. Yet, the opaqueness of Bible verses regarding the end of days also 
allowed religious conservatives to quickly reorient and adjust their interpretations in order to 
realign their views with the changes taking place around the globe.  
 
 
Prophecy, Miracles, and Greater Israel 
 
 Only after the guns of World War II fell silent did the full extent of what came to be 
known as the Holocaust become common knowledge. As the allies liberated camps of half 
starved prisoners, they found more and more evidence of the horrific atrocities perpetrated by 
the Nazi’s. The total number of Jewish people who died in the Holocaust was approximately six 
million. As this disturbing reality dawned on people around the world, some concluded that the 
only way to prevent such a terrible event in the future would be to support the creation of a 
Jewish state. Throughout the first half of the twentieth century growing numbers of Jewish 
people had fled Europe and had moved to Palestine, which had remained a Mandate under 
British control since the end of the First World War. Therefore, to many people this seemed like 
an obvious place for the creation of the proposed Jewish State.7   
 On May 14, 1948, David Ben-Gurion, the Executive Head of the World Zionist 
Organization and the President of the Jewish Agency for Palestine, officially declared the 
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establishment of the State of Israel. The United States immediately extended de facto 
recognition to the newly created nation on the same day of this announcement. The Soviet 
Union quickly followed suit, recognizing Israel on May 17, 1948. After a series of battles with the 
neighboring Arab states, the State of Israel managed to cement its status as an independent 
nation. 
 The return of the Jewish people to their ancient homeland and the creation of the State 
of Israel greatly excited many religious conservatives in the United States. They had carefully 
read the Bible and as premillennialists they placed great importance upon the biblical 
prophecies regarding the restoration of God’s chosen people to their homeland as a sign of the 
end of days. Therefore, the creation of the State of Israel in 1948 confirmed the millennial hopes 
of many religious conservatives, signifying tangible evidence that God had set about to return 
the Jews to their homeland and begin the process of Jesus’ return.8  
 Most religious conservatives put great emphasis on the notion that God himself had 
acted to bring about the restoration of the Jewish people to their homeland in Israel. In their 
minds this had not simply happened by accident, or as a result of the actions of men alone. God 
himself had made it so. For example, Harold Lindsell, editor of Christianity Today, asserted that 
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“there is no reason in the world why the Jews should be back in Palestine. The Jew has not 
occupied that land for two thousand years.”9 Showing similar evidence of God’s hand in this 
momentous event, Jerry Falwell emphasized that Israel represented “the only nation in the 
world to ever be so dispersed and then regathered.”10 Continuing along these lines, Falwell 
explained that although dispersed and without a homeland for thousands of years, “the Jews 
have endured as a people.” This, he concluded, “is a miracle of God.”11 The creation of the State 
of Israel represented such an amazing culmination of miraculous events that it led these 
observers to conclude, as Harold Lindsell put it, that “behind the scenes of the workings of men 
there is the finger of God. And God is in history, and God’s time clock is working to bring about 
that which is in accord with His Divine plan.”12 
 If any doubt about the miraculous and divine assistance that had accompanied the 
creation of the State of Israel remained, it disappeared from the minds of many observers in 
June of 1967. At that time Israel fought and won a decisive victory in the Six Day War. The fact 
that Israel had defeated a combined Arab force from Egypt, Syria, and Jordan that dramatically 
outnumbered and surrounded the small nation in just six days led many to label the conflict 
“The Miracle War.” Religious conservatives saw this as another strong confirmation that God 
had acted to restore the Jewish people to their homeland, to create the State of Israel, and to 
use His mighty hand by protecting them from their enemies. The words of Jerry Falwell 
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epitomized the attitude of many religious conservatives when he stated that “there is no way 
that the tiny nation of Israel could have stood against the Arabs in a miraculous six-day war had 
it not been for the intervention of God Almighty. In only six days the Arabs had retreated, and 
Israel had captured all of Jerusalem.”13   
 Furthermore, during this brief conflict Israel not only managed to survive and hold off its 
enemies, but it also succeeded in expanding its borders and capturing several key geographical 
areas. The most important of these newly acquired Israeli territories came in the form of Israeli 
control over the city of Jerusalem, particularly the part of the ancient city where Solomon’s 
Temple had once stood. Such a prize again had larger millennial implications beyond territorial 
expansion and recapturing ancient Jewish holy sites. According to a popular interpretation of 
biblical prophecy accepted by many religious conservatives, recapturing this key plot of land 
made possible the fulfillment of yet another prophecy laid out in the Bible. According to biblical 
prophecy, one of the signs of the end of days would be the reconstruction of a Jewish temple on 
the exact location where Solomon’s Temple once stood, upon an area known as Mount Moriah. 
The fact that Israel had captured the city of Jerusalem and the territory around Mount Moriah in 
the Six Day War brought it one step closer to fulfilling this prophecy. For religious conservatives 
in the United States it meant that God had again intervened in order to advance His plan and 
fulfill the prophecies that would precede Jesus’ return.14   
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 Ever since the Jewish State captured this territory in 1967 one major problem has 
prevented the Israelis from actually rebuilding Solomon’s Temple upon this territory. The Dome 
of the Rock – one of the most sacred sites for Muslim’s around the world because it was 
supposedly the site from which Mohammed ascended into heaven – currently stands on Mount 
Moriah, in the very spot where many believe Solomon’s Temple once stood, and where, 
according to biblical prophecy, it will eventually stand again. In order for the Jewish people to 
rebuild their temple, they would have to first destroy this sacred Muslim edifice.15  
Not unlike the larger dilemma that has plagued Israel since its creation in 1948 – 
specifically the question of what to do about the Palestinian population in and around Israel – 
the issue of rebuilding the temple by destroying the Dome of the Rock has a symbolic and 
metaphorical resonance with the broader process of Israeli expansion at the expense of the 
Arab people living in the region. In other words, much as the Israelis had to subdue and forcibly 
remove the Arab population that already lived in Palestine before they could create their Jewish 
state of Israel, so, too, would the Israelis have to destroy the existing Dome of the Rock in order 
to rebuild their temple. The words of the prominent author, biblical scholar, and religious 
conservative Hal Lindsey typified the attitude that many religious conservatives adopted 
regarding the destruction of both the Muslim edifice and the Arab population in Palestine: 
“Obstacle or no obstacle, it is certain that the Temple will be rebuilt. Prophecy demands it.”16   
 Religious conservatives recognized this problem of the Dome of the Rock, as well as the 
larger issue of Israeli treatment of the Arab population. Some completely ignored or disregarded 
                                                          
15
 For more on this topic see Gorenberg; Clark; Bernard Wasserstein, Divided Jerusalem: The Struggle for 
the Holy City (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2001); Motti Inbari, “Religious Zionism and the 
Temple Mount Dilemma – Key Trends,” Israel Studies, Summer 2007, 12-2, p. 29-47. 
16
 Lindsey, 45. 
252 
 
 
such real-world issues as the plight of the Palestinian refugees, while others took a more 
circumspect approach. For example, the words of Jerry Falwell provide an accurate evaluation of 
how many religious conservatives viewed the complex situation in Israel: “We do not condone 
unrighteous acts by Israelis, Arabs, or any other people. But we do believe that the Jews have 
the historical, theological, and legal right to the land called Israel.”17 In other words, many in the 
New Religious Right recognized the unfortunate reality facing the Palestinian refugees, but 
ultimately they saw it as God’s will that the Jewish people control the area around Palestine 
regardless of what might happen to the Palestinian people who had lived there for generations 
before the State of Israel came into existence. 
According to Falwell and many other religious conservatives, Israel’s “historical, 
theological, and legal” right to the land in and around the State of Israel came principally from 
the Bible. In particular they often referred specifically to God’s promises in chapters 15 and 17 
of Genesis. According to these chapters, God had promised the geographical area from the 
Euphrates River to the Nile River to Abraham and to his descendents – an area which is 
sometimes referred to as “Greater Israel.” Thus, according to the religious conservatives’ 
interpretation of Genesis, that would mean that the Jewish people, as descendents of Abraham, 
were entitled to all of the land in what is today Israel, Lebanon, Syria, Jordan, as well as parts of 
Egypt and Iraq.18 Religious conservatives often point to this promise made thousands of years 
ago as the basis for their support of the State of Israel. As the prominent author, religious 
conservative spokesperson, and ardent defender of Israel John Hagee asserted, “God gave the 
                                                          
17
 Jerry Falwell, Ed Dobson, and Ed Hindson, The Fundamentalist Phenomenon: The Resurgence of 
Conservative Christianity (New York: Doubleday & Company, Inc., 1981), 215. 
18
 This vast geographical area that was allegedly promised to the decedents of Abraham is sometimes 
referred to as “Greater Israel.” For specific biblical verses relating to these promises see Genesis 15:17-21 
and Genesis 17:7-8. 
253 
 
 
Jewish people the land of Israel by divine covenant. That covenant is a blood covenant; it is 
eternal and unbreakable.”19    
According to many religious conservatives, this ancient biblical promise not only 
provided ample justification for the Jewish return to their homeland beginning in the early 
twentieth century, but it also became the basis for justifying the forceful removal of the 
Palestinian Arab population. While some in the NRR paid lip-service to the plight of the 
Palestinian Arabs, generally their premillennial enthusiasm, coupled with their belief in God’s 
promises to His chosen people of Israel, overrode any humanitarian or other political 
considerations when religious conservatives confronted the issues of Israeli treatment of 
Palestinian Arabs. In a somewhat sympathetic tone, one religious conservative called the plight 
of the Palestinian Arabs “a tragedy,” because “God loves the Arabs as well as the Jews.” Yet in 
the same breath he described the tragic situation of the Palestinian Arabs as “apparently in 
keeping with the prophetic foresight” and emphasized that God had promised the land to the 
Jews and had kept His promise.20  
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John Hagee took a less sympathetic approach, claiming that “the lands gained by Israel 
in the Six-Day War… were never part of a sovereign Palestinian nation.”21 Due to the fact that 
the Palestinians never had their own state, he asserted that they had no basis to complain about 
being taken over, occupied, and absorbed by the State of Israel. Furthermore, he argued, “it is 
misleading to refer to these disputed areas as ‘occupied Palestinian territories,’ which implies 
that the area belongs to Palestinian Arabs and is being held captive by Israelis.”22  
John Hagee’s words also highlight another aspect of the religious conservative mentality 
regarding Israel and how its basis in biblical prophecy and ancient covenants has guided their 
support for the Jewish State. The fact that the borders laid out in the Book of Genesis extended 
well beyond those presently constituted by the State of Israel provided a clear reason for 
religious conservatives to advocate further Israeli expansion. As the prominent NRR 
spokesperson and author Tim LaHaye explained, “instead of possessing their original land grant, 
the Jews today occupy only a small portion of what God intended for them to enjoy.”23 LaHaye 
then presented a map outlining the borders of Greater Israel. LaHaye argued that the areas 
indicated on the map remained part of the land that God had promised to ancient Israel. He 
asserted that this promise granted the modern State of Israel the right to expand its borders 
until it controlled the entire area known as Greater Israel.24 Echoing LaHaye’s sentiment, Hal 
Lindsey asserted that “God unconditionally promised Abraham’s descendants a literal world-
wide kingdom over which they would rule.”25 Therefore, he declared that the State of Israel 
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must expand to “possess the land which is bordered on the east by the Euphrates River, and on 
the west by the Nile;” sketching out the borders of Greater Israel as explained in the biblical 
promises made to Abraham.26  
 This absolutism regarding the State of Israel and its promised borders, common among 
many religious conservatives, helps to explain Pat Robertson’s aforementioned assertion that 
Prime Minister Ariel Sharon’s stroke reflected God’s divine punishment for having given away 
part of Israel’s territory. Many religious conservatives saw such debates over the borders of 
Israel not simply in contemporary political terms, but instead from within a biblical and spiritual 
context. For example, John Hagee seemed to agree with Robertson’s sentiments when he 
asserted that “any nation that forces Israel to ‘divide the land’ will come under the swift and 
certain judgment of God.”27 Continuing along these lines Hagee argued that “if America forces 
Israel to give up the Golan Heights or the West Bank (Judea and Samaria), it will clearly violate 
Scripture.”28 He acknowledged that some people “are calling for the sacred city of Jerusalem to 
be shared as part of a ‘road map for peace’ in the Middle East.”29 In response Hagee gave a 
spiritually absolutist retort, stating that “the city of Jerusalem is not up for negotiation with 
anyone at any time for any reason in the future. It has been and shall always be the eternal and 
undivided capital of the State of Israel.”30 He then concluded that “Israel should not give up 
another inch of land.”31  
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“I will bless them that bless thee, and curse him that curseth thee”32 
 
 At the heart of this adamant defense of Israel lies a deeply held belief in an Israeli 
exceptionalism, shared by many religious conservatives in the United States. Much like their 
insistence upon the idea of American exceptionalism, many in the NRR continually emphasized 
the unique and divinely blessed character and mission of Israel, as well. The straightforward 
words of author and spokesperson for the NRR Charles Stanley laid out this view when he wrote 
that “God has a special plan for His chosen people, Israel… Likewise, God has a special purpose 
for America.”33    
 Much of the NRR’s emphasis on Israel’s divine exceptionalism came from their 
understanding of the biblical promises and prophecies regarding Israel and the Jewish people, 
which have been analyzed throughout this chapter. The fact that they believed that God had 
regathered and created the State of Israel, seemed to confirm that He had not abandoned His 
chosen people. Therefore, members of the NRR concluded that Israel, like the United States, 
had a special and divinely ordained mission. For example, the religious conservative author and 
spokesperson John Eidsmoe asserted that “God called Israel out from the nations for a special 
purpose,” and “God has ordained that Israel has a right to exist as a nation.”34 Tim LaHaye 
echoed this sentiment, stating that “God located Israel in the center of the earth for a specific 
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purpose. He brought the nation Israel into the world to be His distinctive ‘torchbearer,’ his 
special nation.”35 
Many Christians did not always have such positive views of the Jewish people. Ever since 
the death of Jesus and even up until the early twentieth century many Christians believed that 
the Jewish people had lost their blessings from God because of their role in the crucifixion of 
Jesus. This idea came to be called “Replacement Theology” or “Supersessionism.” It held that 
the blessings and promises made by God to His chosen people, Israel, had been lost after Jesus’ 
death. Furthermore, according to this view many believed that Christians had “replaced,” or 
“superseded” the Jewish people as God’s favored and chosen beneficiaries. This belief and other 
sources of resentment and hatred had led to tremendous brutality by Christians against the 
Jewish people throughout Europe and other parts of the world over the centuries.36  
However, many religious conservatives and other Christians abandoned this notion of 
Replacement Theology and Supersessionism during the middle of the twentieth century, at least 
partially as a result of the experience of World War II. After the terrible horrors associated with 
Nazism and the Holocaust, many Christians no longer subscribed to such ideas because of they 
had been so closely associated with the anti-Semitism of the Nazi ideology.37 With the 
abandonment of Replacement Theology and the creation of the State of Israel, religious 
conservatives put new emphasis on the idea of the continued covenant relationship between 
God and the Jewish people. They no longer saw Jews as an enemy, but instead began to see 
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them as an important component in God’s plan that would ultimately culminate in the return of 
Jesus to the earth.38   
Another reason that some in the NRR felt such affinity and support for the Jewish 
people and their newly-created State came from the genealogical heritage of Jesus as a 
descendent of the ancient Jewish people. Jerry Falwell explained that “probably the most 
important reason for Israel’s survival and for Christians’ support is that Our Savior came from a 
Jewish family and the Lord Jesus Christ was a Jew. This demands of all of us a warm and gracious 
spirit toward the Jewish people.”39 Furthermore, he emphasized that “we received our Bible – 
Old and New Testaments – from Jewish writers. The Oracles of God were transmitted to us by 
the Jewish people, and so we owe a great deal to Israel.”40  
John Hagee agreed with Falwell’s sentiments, and he went on to argue that “Jesus was 
speaking about the Jewish people when he said, ‘I was hungry and you didn’t give me food. I 
was thirsty and you didn’t give me water. I was naked and you didn’t clothe me.’”41 According to 
Hagee, when Jesus’ disciples heard these words they asked Him when they had seen Him in such 
a condition. “Jesus replied that it was whenever they saw one of his ‘relatives’ in that 
condition.”42 In referring to His “relatives,” Hagee insisted that Jesus had specifically referred to 
all people of Jewish descent. Hagee then asserted that “whenever Christians have seen the 
relatives of Jesus suffering – for instance, in the Holocaust – and done nothing, it was as if they 
had ignored the suffering of Christ himself.”43 From this perspective, he concluded that “this is 
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the gift that Christ is asking Christians to give him today: ‘Do something for my relatives.’ The 
Jewish people are still his family. They are the apple of God’s eyes.”44 
Following logic such as this has led many religious conservatives to argue that America 
should support Israel and that such support has and will continue to result in great blessings 
from God. Tim LaHaye asserted that, “of all the reasons why God has blessed America, none is 
more significant than her three-hundred-year history of benevolence toward the Jews.”45 He 
continued along these lines, arguing that, “we have experienced more religious freedom and 
more prosperity, because we have recognized that the Jews are God’s chose people and the 
special objects of His love.”46 Furthermore, LaHaye explained, “the United States has not only 
provided a welcome haven for Jews in our homeland, but has rescued three-fourths of the 
world’s Jews from certain annihilation” at the hands of the Nazis.47 Thus, many religious 
conservatives emphasized that all of the kindness, support, and protection for Israel and the 
Jewish people had resulted in great prosperity and blessings for the United States. 
However, according to many of these religious conservatives, such blessings and 
prosperity could quickly reverse themselves and become torment and destruction if the United 
States – or any nation – failed to remain completely supportive and friendly toward God’s 
chosen people. For example, Jerry Falwell explained that throughout history “every nation that 
has ever persecuted the Jews has felt the hard hand of God on them.”48 Likewise, he affirmed 
that “every nation that has ever stood with the Jews has felt the hand of God’s blessing on 
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them.”49 Based on this historical trend, he concluded: “I firmly believe God has blessed America 
because America has blessed the Jew.”50 
Citing a verse in the Book of Genesis, many religious conservatives emphasized that God 
would bless those who helped Israel and the Jewish people while cursing those who did not. For 
example, John Hagee explained that “speaking of the Jewish people, the Word of God says, ‘I 
will bless those who bless you, and I will curse those who curse you’ (Genesis 12:3). I believe 
those blessings – and those judgments – are very real.”51 John Eidsome followed a similar line of 
reasoning, arguing that, “every world power that has turned anti-Semitic has been judged by 
God,” enumerating both the ancient and modern empires – from Assyria and Babylon to Spain 
and Nazi Germany – that crumbled because of their persecution of the Jewish people.52 Jerry 
Falwell continued along these lines, explaining that, “to stand against Israel is to stand against 
God. We believe that. I love the Jew because God loves the Jew… Any who do not support Israel 
are inviting the judgment of God upon themselves.”53 
This last sentiment – that all who fight against Israel deserve God’s wrath – also helps to 
explain why the religious right has rarely taken much interest in the plight of the Palestinian 
population. The fact that the Palestinian Arabs oppose Israel, in the view of many on the 
religious right, has made them enemies of both Israel and of God. Furthermore, many in the 
religious right saw the Palestinians as another example of the poor and backward people who 
deserved neither pity nor assistance. This attitude came from the fact that many religious 
conservatives perceived these stateless Arabs as standing in direct opposition to God’s chosen 
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people in Israel. In addition to this, as a predominantly Muslim group the Palestinians clung to a 
false faith – aside from the small number of Christian Palestinians – and a backward culture. 
For all of the reasons stated above – that the Jewish people were chosen by God, that 
the State of Israel would play a crucial role in God’s plan for the end of the world, that God 
blesses those who bless the Jews, and that He curses those nations who fight against the Jews – 
John Hagee asserted that “every Christian in America has a biblical mandate to stand in absolute 
solidarity with Israel.”54 Furthermore, Hagee argued that God had played a central role in 
creating and lifting up the NRR for the specific purpose of ensuring that their political voice 
would propel the United States along its path of supporting Israel. Hagee explained that, “I 
believe America’s evangelicals have been elevated to a position of influence ‘for such a time as 
this.’”55 Part of the divine calling of these religious conservatives, according to Hagee, rested on 
God’s expectation that they would put political pressure upon the leaders of the United States 
to support the State of Israel. Along these lines Hagee asserted that, “if we will defend Israel, 
God will defend America. But if we remain silent at this very critical time, when the survival of 
Israel is at stake, I believe the judgment of God will fall on America.”56  
 
Good vs. Evil: Israel, the Soviet Union, and the Cold War 
 
As one can see from the preceding analysis, many religious conservatives viewed Israel 
and the United States as being inextricably linked together in their exceptionalism and their 
divinely appointed roles in God’s plan. In other words, they saw the United States and Israel 
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united on the side of good and working together to fight against the forces of evil in the world. 
Such a view coincided nicely with the bipolar framework through which most religious 
conservatives saw the Cold War. As a result, along with the spiritual and biblical reasons that 
religious conservatives supported Israel, they also had some practical reasons for supporting 
Israel as a righteous ally against the evil Soviet Union.57 
 Israel itself represented a symbol of goodness and virtue in the minds of many religious 
conservatives, as well as a key ally in the Cold War against godless communism. However, these 
Cold War concerns were not their primary motivation for supporting Israel. Instead, the specific 
religious beliefs of those in the NRR played the central role in explaining their fervent support 
for the Jewish State. Nevertheless, religious conservatives also pointed to other non-biblical 
reasons in making their case for supporting Israel. For example, John Hagee pointed out that 
“Israel is the only true democracy in the Middle East.”58 Throughout the Cold War period and 
beyond, many religious conservatives pointed out how Israel’s democratic heritage, culture, and 
values aligned nicely with those of the United States and its allies. As Jerry Falwell stated, “Israel 
is a bastion of democracy in a part of the world that is politically unstable and frequently 
characterized by near lunacy.”59   
Other religious conservatives, like Tim LaHaye, emphasized Israel’s strategic value in its 
military power and its geographical position near the Soviet Union as further reasons to support 
the Jewish nation. He asserted that “in a war between the Super Powers – the United States and 
Russia – Israel could provide the balance of power. Fortunately for America and Western 
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nations, Israel is completely committed to their side.”60 LaHaye went on to explain that “as long 
as there is a strong Israeli air force with the capability of nuclear retaliation, Russia will not 
attack the United States.”61 Therefore, he concluded, “Israel is the Achilles’ heel to the Soviet 
designs for world supremacy. Before they can suppress the world with their totalitarian 
ideology… they must first remove Israel. Thus Israel’s safety and military strength are our own 
nations’ best interest for survival.”62 
These and many other statements by those in the NRR demonstrate how religious 
conservatives used the Cold War conflict as a way to put increased emphasis on the relationship 
between the United States and the State of Israel. Thus, by portraying Israel as a key ally in the 
fight against communism, religious conservatives managed to elevate its importance to the 
United States and ensure that it received increased levels of diplomatic support, military aid, 
and economic assistance. As a result, many in the NRR managed to merge their religious beliefs 
and political views regarding biblical prophecy, the State of Israel, the Cold War into a single 
self-reinforcing worldview view that ceased to distinguish between the real-world struggle 
against communism and the cosmic fight against evil. 
In this way many religious conservatives increasingly began to see things like the Arab-
Israeli dispute over the territory of Palestine as one manifestation of a larger Cold War conflict. 
This oversimplified conflation of a complicated struggle that long pre-dated the Cold War also 
demonstrates another problematic aspect of the bipolar worldview that many in the NRR 
adopted when looking at the Cold War and other aspects of foreign policy. For many on the 
religious right the Cold War represented an epic battle between good and evil. Based on this 
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dualistic framework, only two sides could exist on any given issue. As has been mentioned, most 
religious conservatives saw Israel as chosen by God and divinely blessed. Therefore, such a 
nation could not and would not join the side of the evil Soviet Union. Most religious 
conservatives viewed the Israelis as good and faithful allies of the United States. This meant that 
Israel’s enemies – the Palestinian Arab population and the Arab nations surrounding Israel – 
must by default fall into the opposing camp as allies of the Soviet Union. 
Religious conservatives found many ways to connect the Palestinians and their Arab 
allies to the Soviet Union and use the Cold War conflict as a way to demonize and disparage 
these groups who opposed Israel. Both Jerry Falwell and Tim LaHaye emphasized that the 
Soviets had served as the main supplier of weapons to the Arab countries surrounding Israel. In 
doing so, they reveled in the fact that Israeli weapons – many of which had been supplied by the 
United States – had proven superior to those Soviet weapons used by the Arab nations in the 
1967 and 1973 wars.63 Interestingly, those in the NRR often spoke about the 1967 and 1973 
wars, yet they rarely discussed the 1956 Suez Crisis. Part of this may have to do with the fact 
that the United States, under the leadership of President Eisenhower, chastised Israel for its role 
in the 1956 conflict. Those in the NRR found little to celebrate in the earlier conflict; therefore 
they tended to ignore it and instead focused on the later conflicts of 1967 and 1973. Hal Lindsey 
asserted that many of the Arab nations, particularly Egypt after the 1956 Suez Crisis under the 
rule of Abdul Nasser, had become increasingly friendly with the Soviet Union.64 Tim LaHaye also 
asserted that “the PLO [Palestinian Liberation Organization] was really a terrorist tool in the 
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hands of the Soviet Union,” and that “Russia had secretly stockpiled close to $2 billion worth of 
military arms and equipment” in areas controlled by the PLO.65  
Even before the Cold War years, many biblical scholars had concluded that according to 
biblical prophecies, Russia would attack Israel and, in the process, become the primary 
aggressor against God’s people in the prophesied battle of Armageddon.66 Much of the reason 
for this interpretation came from a biblical prophecy in the thirty-eighth and thirty-ninth 
chapters of the Book of Ezekiel. Speaking of the battle of Armageddon, Ezekiel prophesized that 
the great army that would attack Israel would “come from thy place out of the north parts, 
thou, and many people with thee… a mighty army.”67 This prophecy fit nicely into the context of 
the Cold War, and because of the global conditions during that era, little doubt remained about 
which country would attack Israel: the Soviet Union. As the biblical scholar, best-selling author, 
and religious conservative Hal Lindsey put it, “the final evidence for identifying this northern 
commander lies in its geographical location from Israel… You need only take a globe to verify 
this exact geographical fix. There is only one nation to the ‘uttermost north’ of Israel – the 
U.S.S.R.”68 
 In addition to the geographical aspect of the prophecy, religious conservatives and 
students of the Bible also found other reasons to believe that these verses referred to the Soviet 
Union. For example, the verses in Ezekiel identified the groups who would attack Israel with 
names such as Rosh, Meshech, and Tubal. Some biblical scholars argued that these terms 
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referred to the ancient names of tribes and groups who had once lived in and around parts of 
the Soviet Union.69  
 Furthermore, the Book of Ezekiel identified this northern army as Gog and Magog. Hal 
Lindsey explained the meaning of these terms, stating that “Gog is the symbolic name of the 
nation’s leader and Magog is his land.”70 Lindsey and others attached great significance to these 
terms, because the Book of Ezekiel associated Gog and Magog with great evil and iniquity. In the 
minds of many religious conservatives no nation better exemplified evil and iniquity than the 
Soviet Union. Referring to this association of the Soviet Union as the evil Magog, Tim LaHaye 
explained that “Magog exhibits her antagonism toward God by opposing humanity, the special 
object of God’s love; defying God’s Word; and above all, antagonizing His people, the nation of 
Israel. Philosophically and religiously, the nation of Russia qualifies in every way. It is anti-God, 
anti-human, anti-Bible, and anti-Israel.”71 
 The general consensus among religious conservatives that the Soviet Union embodied 
the evil Magog described in the Bible fit nicely within the Cold War context that prevailed at the 
time. Most religious conservatives saw the Cold War as a fight of good versus evil, and their 
interpretation of these biblical prophecies seemed to confirm their view. Furthermore, 
according to these same biblical prophecies, the Soviet Union would not attack Israel alone. 
Instead, religious conservatives asserted that according to scriptural accounts, the Soviets would 
gather a large coalition of forces to surround and attack Israel. Yet again, the coalition that they 
described as coming against Israel conveniently fit into the Cold War alignments that already 
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existed, namely Arab and Asian nations such as China, Egypt, Syria, and other neighbors of 
Israel. Furthermore, according to religious conservatives, during the 1960s and 1970s several of 
the Arab nations had begun to move into the Soviet sphere. This, they claimed, served as further 
evidence to support their interpretation and also suggested that the Battle of Armageddon may 
be coming soon.72 
 Biblical prophecy also referred to several other groups that would join in this enormous 
battle of Armageddon. The Book of Revelation described how “the kings of the east” would 
come to “the great river Euphrates.”73 For many religious conservatives it seemed quite obvious 
that this verse spoke of the People’s Republic of China. Within the framework of their Cold War 
worldview, it made perfect sense that Red China would join its Soviet allies in attacking Israel. In 
fact, the “kings of the east” probably also included other communist nations in Asia, such as 
North Korea, Vietnam, and Cambodia. Hal Lindsey explained that “John describes this vast horde 
of soldiers assembled on the Euphrates River as ‘the kings of the sun rising’ and thus definitely 
predicts the movement of a vast Oriental army into a war in the Middle East.”74  
According to their reading of other parts of these prophecies regarding Armageddon, 
religious conservatives managed to identify other members of this massive coalition that would 
unite and attack Israel. Again, their Cold War views usually played a major role in shaping their 
interpretations, acting as a sort of prism through which they managed to identify biblical 
references to the Soviet Union and their allies. For example, Tim LaHaye asserted that the 
Soviets would “stir up Arab hatred” and use this as a way to unite the Arab nations and with 
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them form “an Arab coalition of nations led by Russia for the purpose of exterminating the Jews 
of Israel and controlling the city of Jerusalem.”75 
Echoing the thoughts of LaHaye, Hal Lindsey went into even more detail on this point. 
Like LaHaye, Lindsey believed that the Soviets would play on Arab hatred of Israel in order to 
form a coalition and invade that nation. However, he pointed to specific developments in the 
Middle East at the time of his writing as signs that the Soviets had already begun to recruit Arab 
leaders in order to form their coalition. Lindsey pointed to Egyptian President Abdul Nasser’s 
goal of “Arab Socialism” as evidence that he had adopted “the Gospel of Materialism” espoused 
by Soviet communists.76 In addition to this, Lindsey argued that Nasser’s hatred of Israel, his 
visits to the Soviet Union, his reliance on Soviet weapons, and his preeminent role as the leader 
of the Arab world all proved that he would play a key role in uniting the Arab world behind the 
Soviet coalition that would invade Israel.77   
Furthermore, Hal Lindsey asserted that other nations around the Middle East had also 
begun to move into the Soviet sphere and that they, too, would participate in the invasion of 
Israel. For example, he pointed out that Ezekiel’s prophecy also referred to “Persia, Ethiopia, 
and Libya.”78 Lindsey explained that Ezekiel’s use of the terms of Ethiopia and Libya did not 
necessarily refer to these individual and singular nations, but instead these references 
represented broader catch-all references that identified the general region around these places. 
Thus, according to Lindsey, “Libya” referred to the various Arab nations in northern Africa, 
including Egypt, Algeria, Tunisia, and possibly Morocco. Yet again, these references matched up 
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nicely with Lindsey’s view of the Cold War. For example, after explaining his understanding of 
the term Libya, he asserted that “the territory of Northern Africa is becoming solidly pro-Soviet. 
Algeria appears to be already communist, and allied with Russia.”79 Just as Libya meant northern 
Africa, so too, according to Lindsey, did the term “Ethiopia,” as used by Ezekiel, refer to sub-
Saharan Africa, or as Lindsey called it “black Africa.”80 Lindsey and others also believed that 
other nations such as Iran, Turkey, and possibly even parts of Europe might also join this Soviet-
led coalition and invade Israel alongside the Soviet, Arab, and East Asian armies already 
described above.81  
Once again these religious conservatives greatly exaggerated the Soviet power and 
influence in the world and particularly in the Middle East. Very few of the countries mentioned 
above ever became Soviet allies, and even those that did receive weapons and other aid from 
the Soviet Union had little appetite or intention of supporting a Soviet-led invasion of Israel. 
Most Arab nations had learned the danger of such endeavors after the 1967 and 1973 wars 
against Israel. Additionally, the emphasis that many in the NRR placed on developments like the 
parallels between biblical prophecies regarding the Soviet Union and “the kings of the east” (i.e., 
Red China, North Korea, Vietnam, Cambodia, etc.) also had little basis in the reality of the 1970s 
and 1980s. Such assertions of religious conservatives about the continued world communist 
conspiracy involving the Soviet Union and China highlighted their tendency to ignore or 
downplay developments like the Sino-Soviet split that had come about during the 1960s. Many 
religious conservatives downplayed or ignored such complications in order to maintain their 
                                                          
79
 Lindsey, 57. 
80
 Ibid., 56, 69; see also LaHaye, The Coming Peace in the Middle East, 132. 
81
 Lindsey, 56-69, 142-151; Hagee, Jerusalem Countdown, 101-109; LaHaye, The Coming Peace in the 
Middle East, 132; Robertson, The New Millennium, 284.  
270 
 
 
bipolar worldview and so that they could more easily adapt their interpretations of biblical 
prophecy as a way to explain real-world events.  
After hearing those in the NRR describe the various developments that would lead up to 
the invasion of Israel and the Battle of Armageddon in such a Cold War framework, one might 
wonder how the United States and its Western coalition of allied governments might respond to 
such an event. It would seem odd that the United States – a close ally of Israel, as well as a rival 
superpower and archenemy of the Soviet Union – would not become involved in a Soviet 
invasion of the tiny Jewish nation. Yet, according to many religious conservatives, the 
prophecies in the Bible also explained that part of the conflict as well. In fact, they claimed that 
the United States would actually stand by and do nothing at this crucial moment in world 
history.  
 In disgusted outrage many religious conservatives denounced the United States and its 
allies for their failure to support Israel in its time of need. For example, John Hagee erupted with 
righteous indignation at the western world’s weak response to the aggression against Israel 
prophesied by Ezekiel. Hagee exclaimed, “What a ridiculous response! It’s obvious to the nations 
of the world what Russia and the Arabs are doing, and yet the Western world is doing absolutely 
nothing to stop them.”82 Echoing Hagee’s sentiment, Tim LaHaye explained that “instead of 
meeting communist force with force, the western democracies will meet the invasion with 
diplomacy.”83 He then linked this interpretation of biblical prophecies to his contemporary 
concerns about the dangerous timidity and appeasement manifested by the United States and 
other western democracies in recent decades. LaHaye asserted that “this historically represents 
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the weak response of the democracies in both the world wars and in almost every conflict 
since.”84  
This portrait of a weak-kneed, craven, and gun-shy United States abandoning its ally 
Israel had a deep connection to how many religious conservatives viewed the United States vis-
à-vis the Soviet Union during this post-Vietnam period of the Cold War. Like much of their 
understanding of biblical prophecies during this period, their views regarding how the United 
States would react to Soviet aggression against Israel came from their then current view of how 
they thought the United States would react in the wake of its recent experience in Vietnam and 
its resulting reluctance to use military force. This serves as yet another example of how many 
religious conservatives managed to explain their understanding of how future prophecies would 
be fulfilled based on their attitudes about their foreign policy concerns at the time.  
 The outrage of these religious conservatives over their interpretation of these biblical 
prophecies – in which they found scriptural evidence that the United States and its allies would 
turn their back on Israel in a critical moment when Russian, Arab, and other enemies would 
surround and threaten the tiny Jewish Nation – reflects the ease with which they could 
transition from their interpretations of biblical prophecy to their real-world foreign policy 
concerns. It also highlights the ability of many religious conservatives to adapt and merge their 
understanding of biblical prophecy with actual world events.  
According to these religious conservatives, the prophetic scenario laid out in the 
preceding text – namely that a large coalition of global forces would surround and threaten 
Israel with complete destruction – would happen exactly according to God’s divine will. 
Furthermore, they believed that this would come about according to God’s will, and would 
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happen exactly as God would desire in order that He could then intervene and save Israel from 
its impending destruction. They believed that God would do this for a specific and special reason 
beyond simply protecting His chosen people: God’s intervention would also serve as an 
indisputable miracle and as proof of His existence and of His divine power to intervene and save 
His people. As Tim LaHaye explained, “the Sovereign Lord will intervene at a climatic time in 
world history and instantly solve one of its greatest problems by completely eliminating Russian 
communism. In one dynamic moment He will judge Russia, save Israel, and prove to the most 
skeptical minds that a supernatural God exists.”85   
 The fact that these religious conservatives believed that it was God’s will that the events 
described in the Bible would happen exactly as depicted in scripture makes for an interesting 
paradox. The paradox comes from the fact that they believed that God intended for Israel to 
remain alone and isolated in the face of this massive enemy force; yet at the same time they 
condemned the United States and other allies for not coming to Israel’s aid. In their view God 
wanted Israel to be in a desperate and hopeless situation so that when He intervened and saved 
them, the Jewish people and the rest of the world would know that it was God who had 
preformed this great miracle. Nevertheless, they angrily berated the United States and its allies 
for abandoning Israel, even though their actions would conform exactly to God’s will and would 
make possible the great miracle of the Almighty saving Israel from their hopeless and isolated 
situation. Such paradoxical conundrums manifest the difficulty in using biblical prophecies as a 
guide to foreign policy. 
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 Another example of this type of paradoxical thinking arose over the fact that according 
to these biblical prophecies, God Himself would eventually destroy the Soviet Union and its 
allies during this battle of Armageddon. One might logically ask: if that was the case and the fate 
of the enemy of the United States had already been written, why then should the United States 
military spend billions of dollars each year to fight and defend against an enemy whom God 
would utterly destroy at Armageddon? One religious conservative and author, Charles Lea, 
unintentionally raised this question when he explained that “we [Americans] have had the idea 
for several years that we will have to fight [the Soviet Union] sooner or later. This prophecy of 
God should get us straight. God handles Russia himself, in his own way, without help of a single 
nation.”86    
 Despite the paradoxical conundrum that these prophecies about Armageddon created, 
the prophecies themselves nevertheless fit quite nicely into the overall religious conservative 
narrative regarding the Cold War. Through their interpretation of these prophecies, religious 
conservatives could claim that the Bible labeled the Soviet Union as an evil and aggressive 
nation that would gather a large force and attack God’s chosen people of Israel. Furthermore, 
the prophecies described how God Himself would intervene and destroy these wicked forces.87 
Such a scenario certainly backed up the religious right’s bipolar worldview of good versus evil. It 
also reinforced their accompanying assertion that the Soviet Union epitomized all the darkness 
and evil that threatened the globe, while juxtaposing it with the United States, which they saw 
as the embodiment of goodness and virtue in the world.   
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Israel and Islamic Fundamentalism: The New Post-Cold War Enemy 
 
Chapter Three showed how the end of the Cold War presented religious conservatives 
with a dilemma. On the one hand, the victory over the godless Soviet Union brought with it a 
tremendous cause for celebration. However, the Cold War fight against this godless enemy had 
helped give religious conservatives a level of legitimacy in foreign policy matters that they 
probably would not have enjoyed otherwise. Therefore, while the NRR celebrated the end of the 
Cold War along with the rest of the country, they simultaneously searched for other areas of 
foreign policy in which they had special interest and expertise that would help them maintain 
the credibility that they had enjoyed during the Cold War era. In their search for some way to 
remain relevant and respected in foreign policy matters, many in the religious right increasingly 
focused their attention on the United States’ relationship with the State of Israel as a means to 
achieve this political goal.88 
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The religious right received a tremendous boost in this effort to paint Israel as a key ally 
to the United States after September 11, 2001 when a group of Islamic fundamentalists known 
as al-Qaeda attacked the New York City and Washington D.C. Suddenly, Muslim terrorist groups 
– like those who had fought against Israel for decades – became public enemy number one in 
the United States. Just as had been the case during the Cold War years, Israel and the United 
States once again fought on the same side against what religious conservatives saw as a 
common enemy of evil fanatics that would stop at nothing to destroy both nations. The two 
nations joined together in a global “war on terror” that required close collaboration and support 
in order to defeat this common enemy. This development bolstered the alliance between the 
United States and Israel, which in turn helped to elevate the foreign policy credentials of many 
religious conservatives who had long advocated closer ties between the two nations.89  
John Hagee emerged as a prominent religious conservative who ardently and vocally 
supported Israel. Hagee claimed that after visiting Israel, he had a deeply spiritual experience in 
which he had found his calling from God. As a result, he asserted, “I believe that the Lord wants 
me to do everything in my power to bring Christians and Jews together.”90 Ever since this 
experience during the late 1970s, Hagee has worked tirelessly in drumming up support for Israel 
in the United States. 
The experience of September 11, 2001 changed the relationship between the United 
States and Israel, as well as the attitudes of many Americans toward issues relating to Islam and 
terrorism. John Hagee noted this change as well. He explained that “for the first time many 
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Americans began to comprehend the threat of terror that the nation of Israel has lived with 
throughout its existence.”91 Hagee and others have managed to rather crudely lump all Islamic 
terrorist groups together into a single evil army of Muslim extremists bent on the destruction of 
both the United States and Israel. Yet again one can clearly note the tendency among many 
religious conservatives to paint the world in a good versus evil bipolar duality that dramatically 
oversimplified a more complex set of circumstances. Instead of recognizing and distinguishing 
between various Muslim extremist groups like al-Qaeda, Hezbollah, Hamas, and the Islamic 
Republic of Iran, Hagee and others simply collectivized them under the single unifying blanket 
term of “Islamic fundamentalism.” Hagee, for example, argued that ever since the late 1970s 
“the various branches of the PLO, Osama bin Laden and his al-Qaeda organization, the Islamic 
Republic of Iran, and a host of other radical Islamic groups have continued to spread terrorism 
throughout the Middle East and the world.”92  
To further simplify the issue and unite the United States and Israel against a common 
enemy, Hagee asserted that the one thing which all of these disparate groups of Islamic 
fundamentalists shared in common “is their hatred for Jews and, primarily because of America’s 
relationship to Israel, a hatred for the United States.”93 He then went on to state that, “their 
commitment to the death of all nonbelievers is well documented. Their actions are clearly based 
on hatred and evil, and they intend to crush Israel and destroy America.”94  
In an attempt to further demonize this common enemy of both the United States and 
Israel, Hagee also went after the entire Muslim religion as a whole. At no point did Hagee 
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mention the fact that the vast majority of Muslims did not engage in terrorists acts or believe in 
the fundamentalist creeds adopted by groups like al-Qaeda. Instead Hagee asserted that “the 
Allah described in the Quran, the scriptures sacred to Muslims, is not the same as the God of 
Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob revealed in the Bible. Don’t be deceived by those who would try to 
convince you otherwise. The god of Islam is totally different from the God of the Bible.”95 
Furthermore, he continued, terror and brutality had always been a central part of Islam, going 
all the way back to its founder, the Prophet Muhammad, whom Hagee claimed had “slaughtered 
thousands of people in establishing and spreading Islam.”96 Therefore, Hagee concluded, the 
Muslim terrorist groups that attacked both the United States and Israel represented a 
continuation of the pattern established by Muhammad. In other words, according to Hagee, 
“the fruit of Islam is fourteen hundred years of violence and bloodshed around the world.”97  
Lastly, Hagee echoed other religious conservatives like Pat Robertson in his emphasis on 
the need to keep Israel from being divided up. Although Hagee never publicly associated Prime 
Minister Ariel Sharon’s health problems with his decision to give up the Gaza Strip as Robertson 
did, Hagee did emphasize the scriptural covenant that God had made to Israel. He also asserted 
that “any nation that forces Israel to ‘divide the land’ will come under the swift and certain 
judgment of God.”98 Thus, Hagee argued that any true ally of Israel, particularly the United 
States, should not ever try to pressure the Israelis into giving up land in order to appease the 
Arab populations in the region.99 
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The Jewish Perspective of the Religious Right’s Support for Israel 
 
The religious right in the United States has often tried to portray itself as the best friend 
of Israel and, by extension, the entire Jewish population both within the United States and 
around the world. Yet the reaction of the Jewish population in the United States, in Israel, and 
around the world has been cautious, leery, and sometimes even somewhat unfriendly toward 
American religious conservatives. Many Jewish people distrust the hand of fellowship offered to 
them by those in the American religious right for several reasons. Some Jewish people are 
hesitant to join political forces with anyone not of their faith. For example, David Brog, a Jewish 
author, explained that “if there is one great theme to Jewish history, it is our lonely walk 
through the centuries. The Jews have known no great allies, no stalwart friends – we have lived 
and died facing a hostile world alone.”100 
Brog also acknowledged another common concern that many Jewish observers shared 
regarding the religious conservatives in America. He explained that many Jewish people in the 
United States viewed “the proposed alliance with evangelical in support of Israel [as] a Faustian 
bargain. They are reluctant to grasp the devil’s hand. Their hesitation, they argue, is not driven 
by past trauma but by present policy. American Jews, still overwhelmingly liberal, often view 
evangelical Christians as bitter political opponents.”101 Brog went on to explain that such 
resistance among Jewish-Americans had deeper significance than mere political disagreement. 
He asserted that their hesitation to work with those on the religious right was “driven not by 
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legislative strategy but by moral outrage. In their eyes, the views of Christian conservatives are 
so repugnant, so beyond the pale of civil society, that people who espouse them are simply not 
legitimate partners for any coalition.”102  
 Another objection that many Jewish-Americans shared, according to Brog, stemmed 
from their distrust of Christian Zionism. They feared that because the eschatological beliefs of 
premillennial Christians emphasized the fact that the creation and eventual destruction of Israel 
would play a central role in the end of the world and the return of Jesus, this caused many 
Jewish people to view Christian Evangelicals’ offers of friendship as disingenuous. As Brog 
explained, many Jews felt that “Christians support Israel only to speed the Second Coming and 
the concomitant death and conversion of the Jews.”103 In addition to this, some Jewish people 
began to fear that such belief might cause these premillennialist Christians to take matters into 
their own hands. As Brog explained, some Jewish observers began to ask, “What if the Christians 
aren’t content to wait patiently for Armageddon and the Second Coming of Christ? What if they 
actively seek to unleash a war in Israel in the psychotic hope that this will speed Christ’s 
return?”104 
Although acknowledging the legitimacy of some of these concerns among Jewish people 
both inside and outside the United States, Brog tried to dispel their fears and reassure them that 
he and the rest of the Jewish community could and ought to work with and trust the Christian 
right, especially when it came to issues of foreign policy and the State of Israel. He pointed out 
the oddity of Jewish people – who did not believe in the New Testament prophecies regarding 
Armageddon or in the whole idea of Jesus’ return – being angry and concerned about Christian 
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eschatological beliefs that said that all Jews would convert to Christianity at the time of Jesus’ 
Return. Similarly, he pointed out the problematic nature of the notion shared by some Jewish 
groups who had convinced themselves that they ought to fight their battles alone and trust no 
one, and then using that as a pretext for refusing to work with potential allies like those in the 
religious right.105  
 Throughout his book Brog repeatedly highlighted the political power that those on the 
religious right could wield in the American political system. Brog insisted that Israeli Prime 
Minister Menachem Begin quickly recognized what a valuable ally the religious right in the 
United States could become to help Israel in times of need. Brog explained how Begin became 
friendly with prominent NRR figures such as Pat Robertson and Jerry Falwell. In 1981 after the 
Israeli Air Force bombed the Osirak Nuclear Reactor in Iraq, Prime Minister Begin telephoned 
Falwell and other leaders of the religious right asking for their support in the crisis. Brog pointed 
out how this support helped shield Israel from some of the anger that erupted after their 
unilateral bombing of Iraq.106 Later Brog argued, when the George H.W. Bush Administration 
tried to halt Israeli settlements in the West Bank in the early 1990’s the American Jewish and 
Evangelical communities pressured Bush to withdraw his demands. Then, Brog argued, in 2001 
when the Israeli Army sent troops into the West Bank to root out terrorist cells, President 
George W. Bush put pressure on Israel to shorten the raids and pull the troops out of the West 
Bank. As a result, Brog wrote, “protest [came] not only from the Jewish community but also 
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from the evangelical Christian community. The White House [was] flooded with hundreds of 
thousands of e-mails and phone calls from the heartland in support of Israel.”107   
Brog concluded his analysis by arguing that Jewish groups in Israel and in the United 
States needed to take more seriously the offers of support they had received from the American 
religious right. He claimed that “the great political power of the Moral Majority, the Christian 
Coalition, and other evangelical political organizations rests upon the large numbers of voters 
they can mobilize. According to estimates, there are anywhere from 40 to 80 million evangelical 
Christians in American today.”108  Beyond these large numbers, Brog emphasized another 
political calculation: party affiliation. Most Jewish people in the United States, he explained, 
belonged to or voted with the Democratic Party. Thus, when Jewish groups erupted with anger 
at George H. W. Bush for threatening to cut aid to Israel, Secretary of State James Baker advised 
the President to ignore them, stating “they don’t vote for us anyway.”109 However, Brog pointed 
out, “these evangelicals are overwhelmingly Republican. According to polls, a full 28 percent of 
Republicans fit the category ‘Religious Right,’ making this the largest single voting bloc in the 
party.”110 Therefore, he concluded, an alliance with the religious right made political sense 
because it would act as a great force in the Republican Party, which, in Brog’s opinion, Israel and 
its American Jewish supporters desperately needed and lacked. 
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Conclusion 
 
 During the 2012 presidential campaign one could clearly see the potential political 
potency of the Israeli issue. As Mitt Romney and other Republicans tried to peel off Jewish 
voters from the Democratic coalition, they increasingly emphasized President Obama’s troubled 
relationship with the State of Israel. Although it will take some time to see whether such efforts 
have yielded their desired effect, the fact that the leadership of the Republican Party believed 
that it could use American-Israeli relations as a wedge issue to recruit Jewish voters over to the 
Republican side shows how important this issue has become to the United States electorate as a 
whole. This Republican strategy also showed how the religious right’s interest in Israel – based 
mainly on biblical prophecies and religious beliefs – has come a long way in propelling the entire 
conservative establishment toward a more open embrace of Israel and the various issues 
surrounding the Jewish State. It also indicates a continued level of legitimacy and respect for the 
religious right in the debate over foreign policy issues as a result of their shift toward 
emphasizing the United States’ relationship with Israel. 
 Without a deep understanding of the biblical and religious issues involved in the 
religious right’s view of Israel, one cannot hope to understand their views or policy positions 
regarding the Jewish State. Those in the NRR saw Israel as a miraculous creation brought forth 
by God to fulfill His promises and to bring about the return of Jesus to the Earth. In their 
opinion, for this reason alone the United States ought to whole-heartedly support and defend 
Israel. The fact that most religious conservatives’ interpretation of the biblical prophecy held 
that the Jewish State would confront the Soviet Union and its allies in the great end of days 
battle of Armageddon fit nicely with the broader religious narrative those in the NRR espoused 
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during the Cold War. The vague and imprecise nature of these biblical prophecies allowed those 
in the NRR a great deal of wiggle room by which they could adapt and tweak their 
interpretations to fit with changing global circumstances. For example, many in the religious 
right managed to successfully shift their interpretations of biblical prophecy from the earlier 
views associated with the Cold War and the evil Soviet Union to the later views that fit nicely 
into the context of the global war on terror with its focus on Islamic fundamentalism and 
terrorism.  
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Chapter 6 
Conclusion 
  
Gary Bauer, a prominent religious conservative and the president of the Family Research 
Council from 1988 until 1999, noted that “some may ask why a guy like me, who talks about 
family issues, would go to a place like Harvard to discuss foreign policy.”1 Bauer’s words 
highlight the central issue that this dissertation has set out to analyze: why the New Religious 
Right (NRR) focused so much attention on issues relating to foreign policy, if, as the standard 
interpretation suggests, the NRR arose in response to domestic moral issues associated with the 
culture wars that began during the 1960s and 1970s.  
Part of the answer to this question has little to do with the NRR itself, but instead has 
much more to do with how one understands American political culture and the culture wars. If 
one wants to see the NRR as a culture-war phenomenon, then one must expand one’s 
understanding of the so-called “culture wars” beyond a simple fight over domestic moral issues 
such as feminism and gay rights. If one does not want to take such a leap by redefining such a 
key component of American political culture, then one must accept the notion that the NRR 
represents something much more profound and widespread than simply a reactionary force 
within the framework of the culture wars. 
Beyond rethinking the semantics associated with American political culture, there are 
also four main themes within the collective viewpoint of the members of the NRR that also help 
to shed light on the overarching question of why these individuals spent so much time and 
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energy focusing on American foreign policy, rather than concentrating solely on domestic moral 
issues. The four main themes that this dissertation has highlighted in order to address this 
question are: the religious beliefs of those in the NRR; their emphasis on a bipolar worldview; 
their tendency to conflate domestic and international concerns; and their emphasis on 
American exceptionalism.   
 
Religious Beliefs 
 
In order to understand how and why religious conservatives managed to insert 
themselves into debates regarding American foreign policy rather than simply confining 
themselves to straightforward culture war issues like pornography, abortion, and school prayer, 
one must first comprehend specific aspects of their religious views regarding things like the 
Second Coming of Jesus, the fallen state of human beings, and God’s special mission for the 
United States. Therefore, the first theme that offers insight into the religious conservatives’ 
attention to foreign policy issues is their specific religious beliefs. These beliefs informed their 
overall understanding and interpretation of events both domestically and internationally. For 
example, one cannot hope to comprehend why conservative Evangelical Christians in the United 
States have any interest whatsoever in the events taking place in refugee camps on the other 
side of the globe in Gaza and the West Bank without a deep understanding of their religious 
views regarding the Holy Land and their interpretation of the biblical prophecies regarding 
Armageddon and the return of Jesus.  
The religious beliefs of most people associated with the NRR also put a great deal of 
emphasis on the fallen nature of human beings. This belief was at the heart of their fervent anti-
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communism. They feared such modern “man-made” ideologies as communism, socialism, and 
secular humanism because these tended to down play the inherent evil and corruption of the 
human race. According to those in the NRR these modern ideologies expressed a belief in the 
perfectibility of all people. Such a naïve and ignorant view of human nature, religious 
conservatives argued, boded ill for all who fell under their power. Because these idealists 
misunderstood human nature they sought to achieve the impossible and in so doing, those in 
the NRR warned, communists and their fellow-travelers would employ increasingly harsh and 
extreme totalitarian methods in trying to force people to conform to the unrealistic 
expectations laid out in their worldview. Thus these religious conservatives fervently believed 
that the United States and its god-fearing allies – who had a more realistic understanding of 
human nature – had a moral obligation to oppose such dangerously naïve ideologies before they 
took over the world.  
This view of human nature also helps to explain the related view that many religious 
conservatives shared regarding poverty and paternalism. Once again, when they discussed these 
issues, those in the NRR tended to begin with the notion that human beings by their nature are 
selfish, lazy, and corrupt. Therefore, they concluded that people who received welfare or 
government assistance, would, because of their fallen nature, quickly become dependent upon 
it, thereby perpetuating a vicious cycle of poverty, dependency, and laziness. This view, 
articulated by many within the Religious Right, often extended to debates over foreign aid and 
other help that the United States offered to poorer and weaker nations.  
On the other hand, many religious conservatives also asserted that economic success – 
both on an individual and on a national level – often came as a result of righteousness and 
obedience to God. In other words, wealthy people and wealthy nations had shown that some 
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individuals could overcome their innate laziness, evil, and corruption – at least to some degree – 
and achieve something through discipline, hard work, and righteous living. They argued that 
God often rewarded these people with wealth and comfort.  
For example, according to many religious conservatives, the United States had received 
a great deal of economic abundance from God’s hand because of the overall righteousness in 
the country. However, when these religious conservatives began to perceive that a nationwide 
moral decay had taken root during the 1960s and 1970s, they noted that it was accompanied by 
a simultaneous economic decline as well. This view, based in their understanding of religious 
principles, played a central role in shaping how many religious conservatives saw the rest of the 
world and how they explained poverty throughout much of the globe. Additionally, these views 
reinforced pre-existing attitudes of paternalism and racial superiority that often presented 
themselves in the statements and opinions put forward by those in the NRR when these 
conservatives discussed issues of American foreign policy, foreign assistance, and international 
economic issues.    
In the example above, one might take note of the emphasis that religious conservatives 
put on a proactive God who intervenes directly in the lives of individuals and nations. This is 
another key aspect of their religious beliefs that helped to shape their political and foreign 
policy views. They believed that God would and did act in order to bring about His divine 
purposes on Earth. For example, many within the NRR claimed to feel the guiding hand of 
Providence in their lives, propelling them toward increased political activity. They believed that 
God had intervened and guided them toward the path that they had taken in order to save 
America from its moral decay and to rebuild American power in the world. They believed that 
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this divine intervention was God’s way of saving the United States and the world from 
communism and other evils that might hinder His divine work. 
Another key example of the emphasis that religious conservatives put on God’s direct 
intervention in international affairs came with the creation of the State of Israel. Most religious 
conservatives asserted that this miraculous event was nothing less than the omnipotent hand of 
God at work restoring the Jewish people to their ancient homeland. As a powerful confirmation 
of this belief, religious conservatives often pointed to Israel’s miraculous victory in the 1967 Six-
Day War, which resulted in Israel’s taking control of key territories that held either strategic or 
religious significance.   
And why had God intervened to bring about the Jewish State and help it claim victory in 
1967? Most religious conservatives believed that this development was a key stepping stone in 
the path toward the Second Coming of Jesus. In their view, God was preparing the way for His 
Son to return to the Earth. As a result, ever since the creation of Israel in 1948 many religious 
conservatives have watched the events in the Middle East with great anticipation and interest, 
trying to interpret the prophetic signs that would precede Jesus’ return.  
Due to their religiously motivated understanding of such events as the creation of the 
State of Israel and the 1967 “Miracle War,” many religious conservatives believed that the “end 
of days” had arrived and that the apocalypse would soon occur. This discussion about the “end 
of days” and the apocalypse gained a broader audience in the United States after the detonation 
of the first atomic bomb and the growing global conflict between the Soviet Union and the 
United States beginning in the late 1940s. The increased attention by the general population to 
the views of those in the religious right helped religious conservatives to attain a higher level of 
credibility both in the political sphere and in debates regarding American foreign policy. In this 
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way religious conservatives began to offer their expertise in biblical prophecy as a framework to 
help explain unfolding world events such as the creation of Israel, the nuclear age, and the Cold 
War in general. 
 
Bipolar Worldview 
 
The focus on international developments that had possible religious implications, such 
as the creation of Israel, the detonation of the first atomic bomb, and concerns about the 
coming apocalypse during this period of the early Cold War accompanied a much larger 
phenomenon that further helped religious conservatives to gain a voice regarding matters of 
foreign policy. As tensions between the Soviet Union and the United States rose and remained 
quite high throughout the late 1940s and into the 1960s, more and more Americans looked for 
ways to distinguish themselves from their Cold War enemy. As a result, many people in the 
United States put an increased emphasis on religion as a way to distinguish themselves from 
their atheistic communist rival. This led a growing number of people to view the Cold War as 
more than simply a military or ideological rivalry between two opposing countries. Instead, 
many people – particularly religious conservatives – depicted the Cold War as a cosmic battle of 
good versus evil. Thus, as a second theme this project has highlighted the tendency among 
religious conservatives to embrace a Manichean, or bipolar, worldview. One of the reasons for 
this emphasis has to do with the fact that this growing acceptance of a Manichean view of the 
Cold War accompanied by the heightened emphasis on religion in general further aided religious 
conservatives in gaining a respected voice on matters regarding American foreign policy during 
the early years of the Cold War.  
290 
 
 
Years later, during the 1970s and 1980s when, members of the NRR began to come 
together and voice their opinions regarding American foreign policy, they put a great deal of 
emphasis on this idea of the Cold War as a battle against evil. In so doing, they worked to regain 
and retain some of the credibility that religious conservatives had attained previously with 
regard to foreign policy discussions. During the 1970s many in the NRR repeatedly emphasized 
their Manichean worldview by denouncing America’s policy of détente. In asserting their bipolar 
view of the Cold War, they claimed that ideas like détente and peaceful coexistence carried with 
them ominous seeds of weakness, cowardice, and the accommodation of evil. They firmly 
believed that the United States could not and should not try to “peacefully coexist” with the evil 
communist menace. In their view it would be akin to sitting down with Satan and trying to work 
out their differences. It was simply ludicrous to believe that such an evil enemy would sincerely 
accept such terms and live peacefully alongside a foe that it had vowed to destroy.  
This emphasis on bipolarity and the need to take the Cold War seriously, because of its 
religious nature as a fight against evil, fit nicely with the message that President Ronald Reagan 
extolled during the early years of his presidency. His 1983 “Evil Empire” speech resurrected 
language and ideas from the early Cold War period in a way that once again gave religious 
conservatives a seat at the table during foreign policy debates. This type of rhetoric also 
highlighted the return to a bipolar view of the Cold War that prominent political figures like 
Reagan and those in the NRR had adopted. As a result, many religious conservatives, along with 
Reagan and most other members of the conservative coalition, called for dramatic increases in 
defense spending as a way of showing their sincerity in fighting back against the evil Soviet 
menace. In addition to calling for increases in overall defense spending, a renewed focus on 
nuclear weapons capabilities, and new programs such as the Strategic Defense Initiative, those 
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in the conservative coalition – including religious conservatives – advocated a reengagement 
with their Cold War enemies and a return to early Cold War policies.  
Similarly, religious conservatives and many other conservatives agreed that President 
Jimmy Carter’s focus on human rights had done irreparable harm to the interests and security of 
the United States. In the bipolar worldview that most religious conservatives shared with many 
in the broader conservative coalition, they did not make room for gray areas like Carter’s human 
rights focus. They believed that although well-intentioned, Carter’s emphasis on human rights 
had done more harm than good because it had undermined key American allies and had 
distracted the United States from the more important battle against Soviet communism. 
Therefore, they agreed that the nature and reality of the Cold War required that the United 
States maintain support for all of its various allies, even if this meant supporting brutal 
authoritarian regimes as a means of promoting the greater good by protecting the world against 
communist expansion.  
All of these changes in American foreign policy, religious conservatives hoped, would set 
things right and help the nation return to a position of power in order to contain or even “roll 
back” the evil and godless threat of communism. In this way their emphasis on a bipolar 
worldview comported nicely with that of Reagan and many others within the newly emerging 
conservative coalition. As a result, the foreign policy views of those in the NRR helped them to 
make common cause with the broader conservative movement that had swept into power 
beginning in 1980. Furthermore, the general overlap between the foreign policy views of the 
religious conservatives and those in the conservative coalition helped to ensure that those in the 
NRR would have a renewed voice in foreign policy debates.  
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Conflating Foreign and Domestic Concerns 
 
The emphasis that religious conservatives put on this bipolar worldview as a cosmic fight 
between good and evil did not only apply to their foreign policy views. They quite easily 
managed to apply this dualistic approach to the events happening inside the United States as 
well. For example, many in the NRR became politically active in the late 1970s precisely because 
of the developments taking place inside the United States. At the same time that religious 
conservatives decried the nation’s international decline and surrender around the globe, so too 
did they highlight what they saw as a closely connected and parallel domestic decline and moral 
surrender that was simultaneously taking place within the country’s borders. They greatly 
feared that the United States had begun a dangerous moral decay and spiritual rot that 
manifested itself domestically in the form of rising drug use, lawlessness, crime, sex outside of 
marriage, abortion, and other social ills. Moreover, they feared that a dangerous, immoral, and 
very vocal minority had hijacked the country and threatened to drive it off the moral cliff. Thus, 
they believed that unless the “moral majority” did not do something to reverse the spiritual 
tide, the country would continue its dangerous domestic and international decline.  
This overlap of foreign and domestic policy concerns reflected a broader shift in 
American political culture that began in earnest at the outset of the Cold War. The United States 
spent billions of dollars constructing a vast highway network in the mid-1950s, and the nation 
justified the huge expenditure by claiming it would serve as a defensive measure for moving 
troops quickly in the case of Soviet invasion. Similarly, after the Soviet Union successfully 
launched the first satellite, Sputnik, in 1957, the United States government immediately 
approved huge increases in government spending for education and research programs in order 
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to compete with the Soviet space program. Once again, this increase in spending had a dramatic 
domestic impact, but its supporters couched the explanation for these expenditures in Cold War 
and foreign policy terms as a way to defend against the Soviet Union. Such developments made 
it increasingly difficult to distinguish where the “foreign” part of the policy ended and where the 
“domestic” aspect of such political issues began.  
The Civil Rights movement offered the clearest example of this overlap. Ever since the 
announcement of the Truman Doctrine, the United States had begun efforts to improve its 
image abroad in order to win allies to the cause of stopping the spread of communism. 
However, many third-world countries pointed to America’s treatment of African-Americans as a 
blotch on the country’s reputation as a defender of liberty. Presidents Truman, Eisenhower, 
Kennedy, and Johnson all worked to grant increased civil rights to African-Americans as a way to 
improve the nation’s image abroad. Thus, it became impossible to clearly delineate where the 
foreign policy aspects of the Civil Rights Act or the Voting Rights Act ended and where the 
domestic political aspects began.  
In this way the tendency of the religious conservatives to conflate foreign and domestic 
issues makes them a valuable case study and an important reflection of a larger phenomenon 
within American political culture. According to the collective voice of those in the NRR, foreign 
policy ideas such as détente and peaceful coexistence represented the international version of 
the weak, tolerant, and accommodating attitude that had simultaneously arisen inside the 
United States. In their view it represented two sides of the same coin. The international 
component of this change came in the form of a weak foreign policy that abandoned the idea of 
containing communism and advocated instead for policies of negotiation and coexistence. 
Meanwhile, the domestic component came in the form of a cultural shift inside the United 
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States that rejected traditional efforts to legislatively enforce moral conformity and engender 
puritanical virtues by way of the nation’s legal system. Those in the NRR argued that in place of 
these traditional cultural values of public morality and obedience to authority had grown a new 
attitude of tolerance and indulgence that promoted such evils as feminism, homosexuality, anti-
religious sentiments, and multiculturalism. According those in the NRR, the same moral rot and 
spiritual decay that had brought these evils also manifested itself in American foreign policy in 
the form of détente, military weakness, the “Vietnam Syndrome,” and an unwillingness and 
inability to stand up and defend against America’s enemies, particularly the Soviet Union and its 
allies.    
Besides exemplifying the growing tendency in the United States to conflate foreign and 
domestic policy considerations, this view serves as yet another example of the widespread 
belief in a bipolar worldview that many in the NRR held. In this cosmic battle of good versus evil, 
the fight did not stop at the water’s edge. Most religious conservatives saw the battle against 
foreign communism and the battle against abortion and pornography as one in the same. It was 
an all-encompassing struggle to defeat evil, both at home and abroad.  
 
American Exceptionalism 
 
It should come as no surprise that in this dualistic world of good versus evil, religious 
conservatives afforded the United States a prominent role as the virtuous defender of all that is 
good in the world. They certainly believed that evil existed within the United States, and the 
preceding analysis shows their willingness to regard the nation as imperfect and not above 
reproach. Yet on the whole, most religious conservatives believed in the continued goodness of 
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America. Thus, the third theme of this dissertation highlights the emphasis that those in the NRR 
put on American exceptionalism. They were not unique in portraying the United States in such 
terms; many conservatives and other groups made similar assertions. Yet, religious 
conservatives often put a theological twist on the idea of American exceptionalism, asserting 
that God had specially chosen and blessed the United States for His own divine purposes.  
As with many other components of their views, the emphasis that religious 
conservatives put on American exceptionalism conformed quite nicely to their view of the Cold 
War. Many religious conservatives throughout the nation’s history had long held that God had 
singled out the United States as special – playing a role in divinely guiding Americans even 
before the nation’s founding. The Cold War seemed to offer many religious conservatives an 
answer as to why God had blessed and shepherded the United States for so long. Most in the 
NRR concluded that God had done this in order to make the country strong enough to stand up 
to the international evil of communism and to save the world from this godless totalitarian 
monster.  
The belief that America represented a special and divinely blessed instrument that God 
had singled out for defeating communism, coupled with their belief that they themselves had 
also been prepared and chosen by God to save America from its decline of the 1970s, gave many 
in the NRR an intoxicating sense of their own importance in God’s grand scheme. From such 
lofty heights most religious conservatives could hardly keep themselves from adopting an 
attitude of superiority and hubris as they looked out over the rest of the world and 
contemplated how the United States ought to formulate its foreign-policy priorities. This sense 
of superiority easily combined with an underlying assumption of white supremacy that carried 
over from the long tradition of such beliefs throughout the history of the United States. 
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Meanwhile, most religious conservatives also bought whole-heartedly into the growing anti-
welfare sentiments that had become rampant in the resurgent conservative movement of the 
1970s and 1980s. As a result of this powerful combination of American exceptionalism, white 
supremacy, and anti-welfare attitudes, many religious conservatives adopted an attitude of 
paternalism and mild contempt toward the rest of the world, which played a major role in 
shaping their foreign policy views.  
In accordance with their paternalistic desire to help save the world from communism, 
most religious conservatives begrudgingly admitted that American foreign aid ought to be used 
to bolster American allies. However, they often resented the burden of this responsibility. Many 
religious conservatives asserted that America’s third-world allies had abandoned their support 
for the United States, and complained that the country continued to aid these rogue client-
states regardless of their betrayal. Many in the NRR pointed out that these client-states often 
expressed attitudes of ingratitude and even out-right hostility toward their American 
benefactors. Furthermore, these clients even demonstrated outright rebellion against their 
American patrons by voting against American interests at the United Nations and by pointing 
out the supposed hypocrisy of American policies in places like Vietnam, Iran, and Nicaragua. 
Thus, many in the NRR accused these third-world clients of violating their paternalistic bargain 
by taking aid from the United States, but then refusing to support American foreign policy goals.  
As an example of this assumption of paternalism, most religious conservatives dismissed 
these complaints about American hypocrisy and support for authoritarian regimes by arguing 
that these poor, uneducated, heathens could not understand the larger picture of the Cold War. 
Most religious conservatives embraced deep assumptions regarding American exceptionalism 
that elevated the country above reproach by its third-world clients. Therefore, they did not 
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believe that the United States should apologize for supporting brutal regimes with economic 
and military aid. If the country did not do such things, they argued, then the communist enemies 
would have taken over much more of the globe. Thus, according to most religious conservatives, 
these policies served the greater good.  
Most religious conservatives also resented having the foreign- policy decisions of their 
divinely blessed nation questioned by its own client-states. They believed that the United States 
had been chosen by God to lead the fight against a vicious, godless enemy that wanted to 
destroy democracy, freedom, and all forms of religious belief. From this position as the principal 
leader and strategist of the entire Cold War, the United States had to make tough decisions 
about how best to confront the communist enemy. These mere pawns in this global chess 
match could not see or comprehend the bigger picture. Thus, according to many within the NRR, 
these third-world client-states should not question, criticize, or interfere with the goals and 
methods of their patron and protector. Such views epitomized the sense of superiority, as well 
as the paternalistic attitude that many religious conservatives adopted regarding American 
foreign policy and its relationship with the third world.   
After the Cold War ended most religious conservatives continued to articulate their 
continued belief in American exceptionalism and America’s need to continue in its role as patron 
and benefactor to the world. However, with the end of the Cold War and the removal of the 
godless Soviet boogey-man to unite the country and the world against, many religious 
conservatives faced a major dilemma. They had come to enjoy a high level of credibility 
regarding issues of American foreign policy partially because of their strong anti-communist 
credentials. However, without a communist behemoth to fight against, religious conservatives 
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needed to find a way to retain their credibility on foreign policy issues or risk losing their seat at 
the table.  
One issue that had always been important to most religious conservatives had been 
America’s support for Israel. However, that issue took on increased importance for religious 
conservatives after the end of the Cold War because it offered them a way to retain their 
cherished foreign policy credentials. Strangely, the horrific attacks on September 11, 2001 
served as a blessing in disguise for those religious conservatives, who had begun to put more 
emphasis on America’s relationship with Israel as way to retain their seat at the foreign-policy 
table. After the attacks in New York and Washington D.C. the United States embarked on a 
vaguely defined “war on terror,” a war that, many argued, Israel had already been fighting for 
decades. Suddenly Israel became one of America’s most important allies in this “war” against 
global terrorism. Those religious conservatives who had long urged a closer partnership 
between the United States and Israel suddenly had their ideas validated by the American foreign 
policy establishment, which may well have restored any credibility that they might have lost 
with the end of the Cold War.    
Unlike the old Cold War enemy of godless communists, this new enemy came in the 
form of radical Islamic fundamentalists who willingly martyred themselves in order to attack the 
United States; or as they called it, “the Great Satan.” The religious conservatives in the United 
States could not demonize this new enemy by calling them godless, as they had done with their 
earlier communist rivals. Instead, those in the NRR usually targeted the beliefs of these Islamic 
fundamentalists – labeling their beliefs as corrupt, ungodly, and anti-American. They often 
juxtaposed their own religious beliefs against those of these radical Islamic Fundamentalists by 
highlighting the religious intolerance of these Islamic fundamentalists and their supposed hatred 
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of traditional American values like freedom and democracy. Some figures in the NRR, such as 
John Hagee and Pat Robertson, even went after Islam as a whole, failing to distinguish between 
these radical fringe groups and the larger mainstream Muslim population around the globe.  
Strangely, many of these radical Islamic fundamentalist groups actually shared some of 
the same puritanical attitudes – such as their disdain for feminism, homosexuality, pornography, 
and the removal of religious icons from public buildings – with the very religious conservatives 
who demonized them as radical and dangerous fanatics. Additionally, both groups put absolute 
faith in a rigid belief system that emphasized a cosmic bipolar conflict that put itself on the side 
of good and fighting against the forces of evil throughout the world. Each of these religiously 
conservative groups – both the NRR and the Islamic fundamentalists – also claimed special 
spiritual knowledge and an inspired understanding of God’s work on Earth, which members of 
both groups believed provided its membership with unique insights into world events.  
Nevertheless, such similarities seem to have been lost on both groups and many in the 
NRR have continually strived to demonize their new religiously fanatical enemy while 
simultaneously emphasizing the need to increase cooperation between the United States and 
Israel in their mutual fight against Islamic fundamentalism. Once again, this effort to strengthen 
the American-Israeli alliance has helped to keep the foreign-policy views of religious 
conservatives relevant, even after the end of the Cold War. In this effort to maintain their 
credibility on foreign policy issues, those in the NRR have once again placed a great deal of 
emphasis on the four main themes highlighted in this dissertation, namely: their own religious 
beliefs; their insistence on a Manichean worldview; their inclination to conflate domestic and 
international concerns; and their advocacy of American exceptionalism.    
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